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PREFACE 


This book is designed to be a critical consideration 
of all materials that may be expected, or have been ex- 
pected, to afford contributions to our knowledge of 
Lysippos. Most of the topics here discussed have often 
been discussed previously; and in general I have pre- 
sented not only my own conclusions, but also the con- 
clusions of others, so that the reader may balance the 
various arguments (or weigh the various authorities) 
and form his own opinions. 

The usefulness of such a study was suggested to me 
by Professor David M. Robinson, of Johns Hopkins 
University, and my dissertation for the doctorate was 
written under his direction and presented in 1921. It 
contained ten chapters, to which Chapters III-XII of 
this book correspond; but all except Chapter VI have 
been revised very thoroughly, and the first two chapters 
are wholly new. At all stages of the work I have re- 
ceived a great deal of assistance of all kinds from 
Professor Robinson. During my two years at the 
University of Illinois, my work was much facilitated 
by the funds liberally assigned by Dean Daniels of the 
Graduate School; and most of the illustrations are 
reproduced from material owned by that university. 

Through the courtesy of Professor Wilhelm Kroll, 
I saw in 1926 the proofs of Lippold’s article on Lysip- 
pos, written for Pauly-Wissowa. From it I gleaned 

,, two new passages for the appendix, but my study was 
- already in virtually its final form. At about the same 
. time I read Waldhauer’s little book on Lysippos, which 
., had been published in 1923. As this is in the Russian 
~ language and has not been reviewed, so far as I have 
‘\S observed, in the archaeological journals, it may be use- 
© ful to give a short account of it. 

> The book consists of forty-one pages of text and 
thirty full-page illustrations. There are three chap- 
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ters: the first (pp. 7-16) deals with “Literary Evi- 
dence on Lysippos”’, the second (pp. 17-39) with exist- 
ing copies of his works, the third (pp. 40-47) with 
“Lysippos as an Artistic Personality”. The first chap- 
ter is devoted largely to a somewhat Spenglerian treat- 
ment of the state of the world in the time of Lysippos; 
in the second various sculptures are ascribed to Lysip- 
pos and minutely analyzed; while in the third an effort 
is made to trace the development of style in these works 
and so to arrange them in chronological order. As is 
right in such a book, the author gives little space to 
disputed questions of fact. His aesthetic analyses of 
the sculptures are decidedly suggestive, stimulating, 
and interesting. At the end of his study he assigns 
the Agias, the ‘Jason’, the Eros, the Herakles Farnese, 
the Herakles with the hind, of Palermo, to the youth 
of Lysippos ; the apoxyomenos, the seated Hermes, the 
Naples wrestlers, the Seilenos and Dionysos, the 
Herakles Epitrapezios, the feminine head in Munich, 
the Nelidow statuette, the Borghese satyr, the Poseidon 
(both Lateran and Porcigliano types, apparently) and 
the Otricoli Zeus, to his maturity ; the head of Herakles 
in the British Museau and the Pergamene “Alexan- 
der” to the later years of the artist. There is a good 
deal here from which one must dissent. 

I desire gratefully to acknowledge the courtesy of 
Mr. James Loeb, who granted permission to use ex- 
tracts from the translations in the Loeb Classical Li- 
brary; of the Oxford University Press, which gave 
similar permission as regards Slater’s translation of 
Statius; and of Macmillan and Company, who allowed 
quotations from Frazer’s Pausamias, Jex-Blake’s Pliny, 
and Jones’s Ancient Writers on Greek Sculpture. The 
other translations have been used without special per- 
mission, but the translator’s name is always given. 

Most of the illustrations are taken, by permission, 
from the various series of photographs published by 
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Bruckmann in Munich. Plates 21A and 32B are used 
by permission of the authorities of the British Museum. 
I met with the greatest courtesy in getting photographs 
and information from Mr. Caskey of the Boston Mu- 
seum, Mr. Xanthoudides of the Candia Museum, M. 
Merlin of the Louvre, the Hillyer Art Gallery of Smith 
College, and the museums of Berlin, Dresden, Frank- 
furt, and Geneva. 
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CHAPTER I 


THE SUCCESSORS OF POLYKLEITOS 


Dipoinos and Skyllis were traditionally pupils of 
Daidalos and are actually the earliest substantial fig- 
ures among Greek sculptors. In about 580, as Pliny’ 
estimates it, they set out from their home in Crete for 
the Peloponnesos. Their destination was not chosen 
lightly, for it was almost the most distant city of the 
peninsula: it was Sikyon, on the shore of the Gulf of 
Corinth. The artists were presumably attracted by 
the liberality of the tyrant Kleisthenes, since so far as 
we know the city had then no extraordinary promi- 
nence in any respect. But from the arrival of the 
Cretans to the end of the fourth century, Sikyon was 
second only to Athens among the artistic centers of 
Greece and “was long the home of all such crafts,” 
as Pliny says; her sculptors and still more her painters 
reached the highest excellence. Her last great sculptor 
was Lysippos, the last great sculptor of Hellas. 

The labors and the followers of Dipoinos and Skyl- 
lis were not, however, confined to Sikyon. There was 
one other Peloponnesian center which, so far as sculp- 
ture is concerned, came to occupy a position fully equal 
to that of Sikyon: this was Argos. In the fifth and 
fourth centuries the relations between these two schools 
were very close, in a way for which neither geography 
nor history offers an explanation. The cities seem 
indeed to have been two centers of one school; some- 
times coordinate, sometimes affected by the appearance 
in one town or the other of a great figure. 

In the fifth century Peloponnesian sculpture was 
dominated by the great figure of Polykleitos. Al- 
though probably a Sikyonian by birth, he apparently 
did most of his work as an Argive; it may be that he 

*N.H., XXXVI 9 (SQ 321). 
[3] 
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went to Argos to study, though the tradition that made 
him a pupil of Ageladas is very difficult to believe. 
Probably he was born about 480: he made a statue of 
a boy boxer Kyniskos, who won in 464 or 460. The 
latest sure date in his career is 418, when he made a 
statue of Zeus Meilichios at Argos.” His style is well 
known through copies of two of his statues, the Dory- 
phoros (Plate 1) and the Diadoumenos, and several 
other types are ascribed to him with a near approach 
to certainty. 

Polykleitos made a special study of the relative 
dimensions of the parts of the human body and de- 
vised a system of mathematical proportions which an 
ideally perfect body would exhibit. The result of his 
study is seen in the somewhat heavy but splendidly 
strong and virile figures of which we have copies. 
Essaying the problem of giving animation to a figure 
without definite action, he introduced the “walking 
position,” and ensured the correct balance of the figure 
by the “chiastic” arrangement of the arms and legs. 
The statues thus designed were finished with consum- 
mate technical skill and exquisite care, and were un- 
equalled in formal beauty; but they were said to be 
monotonous and to lack “pondus,’—that majesty 
which was the crowning glory of Pheidias. The Hera 
of Polykleitos was said to be more beautiful than the 
Zeus of Pheidias, but it is not recorded that anybody 
saw in her a contribution to the grandeur of Greek 
religion. But Polykleitos was a very great artist, and 
it is not to be supposed that his formalism was pushed 
beyond the bounds of sound taste. 

It is probable that the most eminent of the Argive 
contemporaries of Polykleitos was Naukydes.* He is 

? Pausanias, II 20, 1. His narrative has frequently been doubted, 
but with no sound reason. No other marble statue by Polykleitos is 
known, but he was probably capable of making one-——The most recent 


extended treatment of Polykleitos is by Carlo Anti (Mon. Ant., XXVI, 
1920, 502-783). 


*SQ 995-1002. On his chronology see Robert in Hermes, XXXV, 
1900, pp. 190 ff. 
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most reliably dated by the fact that his pupil Alypos 
worked on the great group dedicated by the Spartans 
after the battle of Aigospotamoi, in 405. The activity 
of Naukydes must have begun some time before this; 
so we assume that his two statues of the wrestler Chei- 
mon were made shortly after his victory in 448, as they 
naturally would be if there were no cause for delay; 
and that the Hebe by Naukydes, which stood beside the 
great chryselephantine statue of Hera by Polykleitos 
in the Argive Heraion, was contemporary with the 
Hera, i.e. made about 420. 

On the base of the statue of a Rhodian pugilist 
Eukles, Naukydes signs as son of Patrokles.* It is 
not known just when Eukles won; but his grandfather 
Diagoras won in 464, his uncle Damagetos in 452 and 
448, his uncle Akousilaos in 448, and his uncle Dori- 
eus in 432, 428, and 424. To judge from the interval 
between the victories of Dorieus and those of his older 
brothers, the mother of Eukles was probably older 
than Dorieus. One infers that Eukles won somewhat 
before 400. The lettering seems to belong to the latter 
part of the fourth century, but it was doubtless re- 
newed, as in several other cases. There is no reason 
then for separating Naukydes son of Patrokles from 
the portraitist of Cheimon. Another signature, found 
on the Acropolis, appears from its epigraphical char- 
acter to belong to his later years.° 

The traces on the top of the Eukles base show that 
both feet rested flat on the base and were nearly paral- 
lel. They were rather widely separated and the left 
was set distinctly forward. We have more satisfying 
relics of his art in several copies from one of his best 
works, a diskobolos (Plates 2 and 11, A).° Since the 


“Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., 86; Olympia, Ergebnisse, V, no. 159. 
On the statues of this family see Preuner, in Jb. Arch. I., XXXV, 
1920, pp. 63-65. 

* Loewy, 87. 

* Hyde, OV M, pp. 76-78, with references; Brunn-Bruckmann, 682-685. 
Here Sieveking adopts Mahler’s idea that there were two sculptors 
named Naukydes and assigns the diskobolos to the second. 
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discovery of the true head of this type, the attribu- 
tion to Naukydes has been very generally accepted. 
In the forms of the body and still more of the head 
the influence of Polykleitos is evident, and one who 
views the statue with the diskobolos of Myron in mind 
will find in it a good deal of Polykleitan formalism. 
But it represents faithfully the theme which it is de- 
signed to represent and is vastly more expressive of 
athletic action than any athlete that can be ascribed to 
Polykleitos. It is clear that Naukydes was no slavish 
follower, but a first-class sculptor in his own right. 

It is frequently stated as a fact that Naukydes was 
a brother of Polykleitos. This is based on Pausanias 
II 22, 7, where one reads: 16 pév IloAtuAettoc éxoinos, 
tO 6& ddeAqos TloAvxdAcitov Navxtdns Médwvoc. So all 
recent texts and all of the better manuscripts; but four 
manuscripts have IleguxAetrov instead of IloAvxAsitov. 
Of these two, M and Mo in Hitzig’s notation, are 
closely related; indeed Mo may be derived directly 
from M. The other two, Pa and Vb, are descended 
from a hypothetical archetype but are not related to 
the first two." It is obvious that IleguAsitov or any 
similar word would almost certainly be changed to 
IloAvxAcitov in the context, while the contrary change 
is almost inconceivable. Moreover, the unparalleled 
Mo6%wvog is generally believed to be corrupt—it must be 
if Naukydes was son of Patrokles—and this throws 
suspicion on the whole sentence. The name Perikleitos 
is not unknown to us, but no sculptor is known to have 
borne it. Periklytos, however, was a sculptor contem- 
porary with Naukydes, and may well have been his 
brother, though in view of the uncertainty of the evi- 
dence this must remain a hypothesis. 

We know but little of this Periklytos. He is men- 
tioned in only one other passage, in which it is stated 
that he was a pupil of Polykleitos and the teacher of 


*On the manuscripts of Pausanias see the preface to Spiro’s edition. 
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Antiphanes of Argos.* This pupil, however, is a 
fairly substantial figure.? One of his works was a 
monument in bronze representing the wooden horse of 
Troy, which the Argives dedicated at Delphi in com- 
memoration of a campaign which took place in 414; 
the horse was presumably made shortly afterwards.”° 
The date can hardly be doubted, though Pausanias 
refers the monument to a much earlier campaign. The 
horse has naturally vanished, but there are consider- 
able remains of the basis, from which it can be seen 
that the monument was one of considerable magnitude: 
the horse was about two and a half times life-size. 
Although it is unlikely that so important a commission 
would be given to an artist who had not proved him- 
self, it must have been among the earlier works of 
Antiphanes. He had a part in the great Spartan 
group dedicated after Aigospotamoi in 405, and in a 
Tegean dedication of 369, and in an Argive dedica- 
tion which seems to belong to about the same time. 
These groups merit description. 

In the Spartan monument the victorious com- 
mander Lysander was represented with Poseidon, lord 
of the domain in which Aigospotamoi was won, plac- 
ing a crown on his head. Zeus, Apollo, Artemis, and 
the Dioskouroi were present, and the prophet Agias 
and the pilot Hermon. “Behind” these there were 
twenty-eight figures representing other captains of 
the Spartans and their allies in the battle.*' There 
was a herald also, though Pausanias does not mention 
him. Altogether there were thirty-seven statues; no 
other pre-Pergamene monument contained so many. 

* Pausanias, V 17, 4 (SQ 985). 

* Discussed by Poulsen, Bull. Dan. Acad., 1908, pp. 415 ff. 

* Pausanias, X 9, 12 (SQ 1006). For remains of the pedestal see 
note ad. loc. in Hitzig-Bliimner; especially full study, with reconstruc- 
tion, by Pomtow and Bulle in Klio, VIII, 1908, pp. 102-120. 

™ Pausanias, X 9, 7 ff (SQ 979); Dittenberger, Sylloge*, no. 115; 
Fouilles de Delphes, III, 1, pp. 24-41; fullest discussion by Pomtow and 
Bulle in Ath. Mitt., XXXI, 1906, pp. 492-559; Pomtow in B. Ph. Wo., 
XXXII, 1912, col. 959-968, with reconstruction in sketch. 
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It may perhaps be regarded as now agreed that 
these statues stood in a rectangular roofed building, 
19.90 m. long and 6.20 m. deep, on the right side of 
the Sacred Way. On the side next the Sacred Way 
there was a colonnade, but the number of columns is 
disputed. In the interior there were at the ends two 
platforms against the back wall, 5.02 m. long and 3.93 
m. deep; these were connected by a bank along the 
wall, 1.14-1.18 deep. On this tripartite basis, 1.20 m. 
high, stood the statues of twenty-eight captains at 
least; if we ascribe any significance to Pausanias’s 
dmiot_ev we may assume with Pomtow that the nine 
principal figures were on a separate basis near the 
colonnade; but no trace of such a basis has been found. 
Ten bases for the statues of the captains have been 
preserved, as well as the Lysander base and one which 
may have borne the statue of Zeus. Besides inscrip- 
tions which identify them, the bases have holes for the 
fastenings of the feet. 

These holes vary in length from about 20 to 22.5 
cm. It appears that the actual outline of the foot is 
not clearly perceptible in any case, and the length of 
the foot can not always be inferred from the length 
of the hole. In some of the bronzes found in the Anti- 
kythera wreck’’ the lead fastenings are virtually as 
long as the feet to which they belong; while in sev- 
eral bases found at Olympia,** the hole is only about 
two thirds as long as the outline of the foot, which 
can be seen on the stone. If we may accept this as the 
usual practice in the fifth century, it follows that the 
feet of the admirals were 30 cm. long or a little longer. 
The Doryphoros is 2 metres tall and has feet 33 cm. 
long; if, as is altogether probable, the admirals were 
similarly proportioned in the relation of height to 
length of foot, they would be 1.82 metres to 2 metres 


» °F. ’Aox., 1902, col. 151, fig. 3; cf. col. 154. 
* Olympia, Ergebnisse, V, nos. 146, 155, 164, 165. 
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in height, that is, roughly, from six feet to six feet 
seven.'* The size of the bases is as great as would 
be expected for such figures. Lysander apparently 
was somewhat but not much larger than the admirals. 

The statues of Lysander, Poseidon, and Artemis 
were made by Dameas of Kleitor. The Lysander 
stood in the same general position as the Doryphoros 
of Polykleitos,’® but with the left foot set a little farther 
back. Zeus and Apollo were made by Athenodoros of 
Kleitor, the Dioskouroi by Antiphanes of Argos, 
Agias by Pison of Kalaureia, and the pilot by Theo- 
kosmos of Megara. The two Arcadian sculptors, to 
whom the most important statues were entrusted, are 
known to us otherwise only from Pliny, who merely 
mentions them as pupils of Polykleitos.*®° It is just 
possible that the base of the Zeus is preserved:** a 
letter Z, which is all that remains of the original in- 
scription, is not easily explicable except as the first 
letter of Zdv. The feet were nearly in the position of 
the Doryphoros, though the left was set farther to the 
side and not so far back. There are three holes in the 
stone at the figure’s right: one, beside the right toes, 
could well be for a sceptre or lance; the others would 
serve for something else, very likely an eagle if the 
statue really represented Zeus. 

Of Pison of Kalaureia we know as little as of the 
two Arcadians, but that little indicates that he was 
not connected with Polykleitos: Pausanias says that 
he was a pupil of Amphion of Knossos.'* We think 
of Amphion chiefly as the man who a few years ago 
leaped into the very front rank of Greek sculptors as 


“Pomtow (B. Ph. Wo., XXXII, 1912, 962 f.), by a different course 
of reasoning, makes them smaller. 


* Fouilles de Delphes, III, 1, p. 28, fig. 8. 
* N.H., XXXIV 50 (SQ 978). 


* Fouilles de Delphes, III, 1, p. 39, fig. 18; the base mentioned in note 
1 on p. 35 is the same, according to Pomtow (B. Ph. Wo., XXXII, 1912, 
col. 967, note 11). 


* Pausanias, VI 3, 5 (SQ 463). 
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the presumptive author of the charioteer of Delphi; 
but now he has returned to his obscure station, pupil 
of Ptolichos who was pupil of Kritios of the Tyran- 
nicides. Theokosmos of Megara is mentioned by 
Pausanias’® as the man who began a chryselephantine 
statue of Zeus in Megara, but was prevented by the 
outbreak of the Peloponnesian War from finishing it; 
the statue is thereby dated 428. It appears from Pau- 
sanias’s description that it was imitated from the 
Olympian masterpiece of Pheidias,”® and indeed Pau- 
sanias records a tradition that Pheidias collaborated 
on the Megarian statue. The artistic affiliations of 
Theokosmos, then, were not with the Peloponnesos. 
He belonged to a family which produced a number of 
sculptors** and was perhaps the oldest and most es- 
teemed of the sculptors who contributed to the 
monument. 

The twenty-eight figures of the captains are di- 
vided by Pausanias into three groups: Teisandros made 
eleven, Alypos of Sikyon seven, and ten were made by 
Patrokles and Kanachos. Whether they worked in 
collaboration or each made some of the ten is not 
certain, but one assumes the former. 

Teisandros is wholly unknown to us except for 
this group. As for his statues, the base of the Arakos 
is partly preserved, but the position of the feet can not 
be discerned, at least from the drawing in Fouilles de 
Delphes.?? The Kimmerios had a singular position: 
the weight rested on the right leg, the left foot was set 
very far back and considerably to the side and rested 
only on the front part of the foot, and the left hand 
held a lance which rested on the base far in front of 
the right foot.2* The Aiantides,?* which bore the 


*T 40, 4 (SO 855). 

*® For possible imitations on coins see Imhoof-Blumer and Gardner, 
Numismatic Commentary on Pausamas, pl. A, 3. 

*t See Preuner, in Jb. Arch. I., XXXV, 1920, pp. 62 f. 

” Fouilles de Delphes, III, 1, p. 29, fig. 9. 
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artist’s signature on the base, stood in approximately 
the position of the Doryphoros, but with the legs 
reversed. 

Alypos was a pupil of Naukydes and made three 
or four statues of athletes at Olympia.”® Nothing is 
known of these statues. In the group at Delphi the 
statue of Theopompos, which was signed and stood 
on the same base with the Aiantides of Teisandros, 
stood with the feet equally advanced but with the 
weight resting decidedly on the left. Since the attach- 
ment for a lance is seen behind, i.e. farther from the 
front of the base than the left foot, it is probable that 
the upper part of the body was swung to the man’s left. 
The feet of the Autonomos were in approximately the 
position of the Doryphoros, but the left one was set 
farther back.” The Apollodoros rested his weight on 
the left leg, while the right foot was set forward.”’ 
The size of the hole for the left foot suggests that it 
was set against some object. Another hole is seen in 
the rear at the man’s right; its size and position sug- 
gest that it does not belong to an attribute, but to the 
left foot of another figure whose right foot would be 
on an adjoining block. 

Patrokles and this Kanachos are mentioned by 
Pliny as flourishing in the ninety-fifth Olympia (400 
B.C.).?® Kanachos is termed a pupil of Polykleitos 
by Pausanias,”® who ascribes to him a statue of a boy 
boxer, Bykelos, at Olympia. Nothing is known of this 
statue nor of its date. Patrokles is one of twenty-six 
artists who, according to Pliny,°° made “athletes, 
armed men, hunters, and sacrificers.”’ Presence in 
this list marks the absolute minimum of notice that 
could be accorded an artist. 

The base of the statue of Komon is partly pre- 

* Pausanias, VI 1, 3 and VI 8, 5 (SQ 1002 and 1003). 

* Fouilles de Delphes, III, 1, p. 35, fig. 13. 

* Ibid., III, 1, p. 37, fig. 15. * N.H. XXXIV 50 (SQ 983). 
* VI 13,7 (SQ 984). ° N.H., XXXIV 91 (SQ 986). 
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served, but not enough to permit any conclusions as 
to the position of the feet.** There is a base that is 
pretty well preserved on top but has lost most of the 
inscription :** a Corinthian stood on it, but we do not 
know whether he was Aristophantos, by Alypos, or 
Pythodotos, by Kanachos and Patrokles. Whoever he 
was, his weight rested on the right leg, and the left 
foot was set back on a part of the stone which is now 
lost or on an adjoining stone. The figure stood at the 
edge of the stone and left room for another figure at 
his right. To it probably belong the traces farthest 
to the rear on the stone; the right “Spielbein” was 
slightly advanced. Apparently other statues were set 
on the base at a later period. Finally, the base for the 
herald has been preserved.** His weight rested on the 
left leg and the right foot was set far to the side. 
There are other foot-traces on the stone, but they are 
said to be different in appearance from those belong- 
ing to the group and are supposed to belong to later 
statues. 

The Spartan group enjoyed some celebrity in later 
times ;°* I suppose that they are mentioned more fre- 
quently than any other sculptures at Delphi. The 
statues acquired a blue patina and people said that they 
looked as if they had just emerged from the sea. But 
we find no comments on their artistic value and we are 
in a poor position to estimate it. The Greeks appar- 
ently were fond of aggregations of statues with little 
or no relation to one another. One such group, dedi- 
cated by Daochos of Thessaly, is pretty well preserved, 
as will be seen in a later chapter ; but it is probably the 
worst there ever was and should not color our notions 
of the others too much. Yet it seems impossible that 
they could have been very effective, even if the indi- 
vidual figures were excellent. 

* Fouilles de Delphes, III, 1, p. 38, fig. 16. 
” Ibid., II, 1, p. 36, fig. 14. * Tbid., III, 1, p. 38, fig. 17. 
* References in Frazer’s note, vol. V, p. 264, of his Pausanias. 
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It was found possible to determine the position of 
the feet for nine bases. In four of these the “Poly- 
kleitan walking-motive” appears in a form fairly close 
to that which is seen in the works of Polykleitos him- 
self. In another case the only difference is that the 
left foot is set farther back than usual. In two cases 
the “Spielbein” was set forward, in one it was set flat 
at the side, and in one it was set at the side and rested 
on the ball of the foot only. The statues with the 
“walking-motive” were made by Dameas, Teisandros, 
Alypos, and possibly Athenodoros (if it was really 
Zeus ) ; the Kimmerios, with the “Spielbein” far back, 
was made by Teisandros; two of the others by Alypos 
and the other two are of unknown authorship. 

The period of Lakedaimonian grandeur which 
was inaugurated at Aigospotamoi did not long endure. 
In 371 Leuktra was fought; in the winter of 370-369 
Epaminondas and his allies invaded Lakedaimon. In 
memory of this campaign the Arcadians set up at 
Delphi another group on which Antiphanes worked.*° 
This monument consisted of nine statues standing in 
a row on a long, narrow basis in front of the great 
Spartan dedication. This position was probably 
chosen as an affront to the Spartans; but it appears 
that in fact only the socle of the earlier monument was 
much obscured by the Arcadian dedication, which it- 
self must have been dwarfed by the proximity of an 
ensemble so much larger. 

At the right end of the line was Apollo. It is evi- 
dent from the size of the base and of the holes for the 
fastenings of the feet that he was about a half larger 
than the other figures: he must have been nearly nine 
feet tall. His feet were set apart and both turned de- 
cidedly outward; the right especially, as though he 


* Pausanias, X 9, 5-6 (SQ 993); Dittenberger, Sylloge*, no: 160; 
Fouilles de Delphes, III, 1, pp. 4-9. For the traces of the feet see chiefly 
Pomtow and Bulle in Ath. Mitt., XXXI, 1906, pp. 474-492; a restoration 
in sketch, B. Ph. Wo., XXXII, 1912, 963. 
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had taken a step in that direction. On the stone there 
are two other places for fastenings, perhaps for a 
griffin which sat with one paw raised and was visible 
between Apollo’s legs. On the next stone was Kallisto, 
apparently advancing toward Apollo: it looks as 
though these two were composed as a group, though 
Apollo had nothing to do with Kallisto and was pres- 
ent merely as the god to whom the group was dedi- 
cated. The two figures were made by Pausanias of 
Apollonia. He is otherwise unknown: we can not 
even say from which of many Apollonias he came. 

The third figure was Nike. Traces of only one of 
her feet remain, which pointed straight toward the 
front. Arkas, son of Kallisto and eponymous hero of 
Arcadia, stood in the fourth place. He was turned 
more or less away from Nike and stood approximately 
in the position of the Doryphoros. At his left are 
marks of attachment for some object or objects; Bulle 
suggests a shield. Nike and Arkas were made by 
Daidalos of Sikyon. 

The next two figures represented Apheidas and 
Elatos, sons of Arkas, and were works of Antiphanes. 
They were turned somewhat toward each other. Four 
holes for fastenings show that beside Elatos there was 
some animal, perhaps a dog. Then came Azan, third 
son of Arkas, and Triphylos. In each case there is 
only one clear footprint, though there are several other 
marks of attachment ; it may be that each figure had its 
left foot set up on some object. Both were made by 
Samolas, an Arcadian sculptor of whom nothing is 
known otherwise. The ninth figure, Erasos, was again 
by Antiphanes. The one remaining footprint points 
straight toward the front. 

Of the four sculptors who contributed to this 
group, two—Antiphanes and Daidalos—were perhaps 
the two most eminent Peloponnesian sculptors who 
were active at the time; the other two, though doubt- 
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less somewhat better known than they are now, must 
have been obscure. It is noteworthy that Pausanias, 
totally unknown to us and presumably not an Arcadian 
—no Apollonia in Arcadia is known—was chosen to 
make the Apollo. Whether there was any artist who 
designed or supervised the whole group is not clear. 

At about the same time Antiphanes worked on a 
similar group for his own state of Argos in commem- 
oration of the same campaign.*® Here the legendary 
heroes of Argos, including Herakles and his ancestors, 
were represented. The total number is not certain, 
though estimated by Bourguet at twenty. They stood 
in a hemicycle opening on the right side of the Sacred 
Way. Eight inscribed pedestals are preserved, mak- 
ing a continuous series from the left end of the arc to 
about the middle; and one other, without inscription, 
which was the next one at the middle. All of these 
have more or less clear indications of the positions of 
the feet of the statues which they bore. Apparently 
the figures were slightly larger than most of those in 
the Arcadian group. 

At the extreme left of the hemicycle stood Hera- 
kles. Without regard to the unity of the group, he 
was turned away from the rest of the line and appar- 
ently was occupied with a small animal, perhaps Ker- 
beros, of whose four feet traces are visible. Next 
to Herakles stood his mother Alkmene. There are 
traces (two holes of different size) for some attribute 
on her right. Bulle suggests a thunderbolt, symboliz- 
ing Alkmene’s association with Zeus; but there seems 
to be no type of thunderbolt which would be fastened 
at two places, and as a rule thunderbolts are relatively 
small objects which are held in the hands and do not 
touch the ground. (On forms of the thunderbolt see 
Cook, Zeus, II, 1, pp. 764 ff.) It is just possible that 

** Pausanias, X 10, 5; for the remains see Dittenberger, Sylloge*, no. 


161, with references; Fowilles de Delphes, III, 1, pp. 41-46; for the evi- 
dence as to the statues, Bulle in Klio, VII, 1907, 415-421. 
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the attribute belonged to Herakles. On Alkmene’s 
left stood her father Alektryon. He faced the front 
and held a lance or long sceptre in his right hand. 
Alkmene apparently was turned slightly toward him. 

Between Alektryon and Perseus there is a consid- 
erable interval, so far as the holes in the bases are 
concerned. We can not say whether such an interval 
appeared in the row of statues or not: it may be that 
Perseus was stretching out his arm somewhat as in 
the Cerigotto bronze; in fact he might very naturally 
display the head of Medusa in this way. At any rate 
he was turned to his right, with his feet in approxi- 
mately the position of the Doryphoros, so that his 
mother Danae, standing close to him and turned to- 
ward him, must have been almost directly behind him. 

Beyond Danae there is again an interval and then 
Akrisios, Abas, and Lynkeus are represented in that 
order. In each one the weight rested on the right leg 
and the left foot was set back. The three sets of holes 
look monotonous, but of course the statues may have 
had considerable variety. The last stone contains also 
a hole for the right foot of, or for something held by, 
another figure. In regard to the remaining right half 
of the hemicycle, the situation is puzzling: three stones 
and large parts of two others remain, but there are 
no inscriptions and no traces for fastenings for stat- 
ues; one slab may have had such a fastening at the 
edge, which is broken away.** Pausanias mentions 
two members of the group, Danaos and Hypermnestra, 
who must have stood to the right of the figures that 
have been mentioned. 

The signature of Antiphanes is found on the slabs 
that contained the figures of Perseus and Danae. As 
no other signature appears anywhere, it is commonly 
and perhaps rightly assumed that Antiphanes made 
all the statues in the hemicycle. We have seen, how- 


7 Bulle’s no. 6; at the left in the drawing in Fouilles de Delphes, 
p. 43. 
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ever, that Perseus and Danae are more or less isolated 
from the other figures, and it is quite possible that 
they only were works of Antiphanes. It is just pos- 
sible that the group was not completed as designed; 
this might explain the sparse population on the right 
side of the hemicycle and also the lack of other 
signatures. 

In Sikyon the leading sculptor in the early part of 
the fourth century was Daidalos.** That he was a 
son of Patrokles we know both from his signatures 
and from Pausanias, and the periegete adds that he 
was his father’s pupil. Patrokles then was a sculptor 
and without doubt was the Patrokles known to us as 
one of the artists of the great Spartan monument. 
Pausanias*® relates that Daidalos made a trophy to 
commemorate a victory won by the Eleans over the 
Spartans in a fight in the Altis, which he dates 401- 
399 B.C. The date has been questioned because of 
the silence of Xenophon in regard to any such battle, 
though he describes the war of which it would be a 
part. But Xenophon might omit events which were 
without influence on the course of the war, and Elean 
tradition about their own trophy would probably be 
right. If the trophy was set up at once it was the - 
earliest work of Daidalos of which we have record. 

Pausanias mentions statues by Daidalos of the 
Elean sprinter Eupolemos,*® who won in 396, and of 
the Elean wrestler Aristodemos,*? who won in 388. 
These statues and their bases are lost; but the inscrip- 
tion on the base of a third statue mentioned by Pau- 
sanias,*” representing the Phigalian Tharykidas, is 
partially preserved and evidently belongs to the first 

* SQ 987-993. On his chronology see Robert, in Hermes, XXXV, 
1900, pp. 191 f. and Preuner in Jb. Arch. I., XX XV, 1920, pp. 65-69. 

* VI 2, 8 and VI 2, 3. 

“VI 3, 7; Hyde, De Olympionicarum Statuis, no. 28. 

“VI 3, 4; Hyde, no. 25. 

“VI 6, 1; Hyde, no. 49; Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., no. 103; 
Olympia, Ergebnisse, V, no. 161; Preuner, l.c., p. 67. 
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half of the fourth century. In this case, as the result 
of some political or personal happening not known to 
us, Daidalos describes himself not as a Sikyonian but, 
according to the most likely restoration, as a citizen of 
the neighboring town of Phlious. Then there is an- 
other signed base at Olympia,** of which the dedica- 
tion is lost. This base was used in the base of a statue 
of Zeus which was set up in 124 A.D.; Pausanias 
therefore did not see the base, though he may haye 
seen the statue. This signature also belongs to the 
early part of the fourth century. The marks for the 
feet of the statue remain, but I have not observed any 
illustration or description that indicates their position. 
Daidalos also made statues of Timon, who won in a 
chariot race, and of his son Aisypos,** who won a 
horse race and had an equestrian statue. The dates 
of their victories are not known. It is evident that 
Daidalos was a favorite sculptor with the victors at 
Olympia. 

We have also a fragmentary epigram from the 
statue of a boy pugilist at Delphi.*° The boy’s name 
ends in . . . vxwv; the obvious restoration is Glau- 
kon, a fairly common name. His father’s name was 
Taureas; this is not a common name, so one thinks of 
the Athenian Taureas, who built the palaestra in which 
was laid the scene of the Charmides of Plato, and was 
related to Glaukon the father of Charmides. This 
Taureas and his son Nisaios were involved in the prose- 
cution which followed the mutilation of the Hermes in 
415, but escaped. If our boy victor was another son of 
Taureas he should have won his victory before 400. But 
according to Pomtow—no facsimile has been pub- 
lished—the inscription seems to have been cut by the 
same mason who cut the inscription on the Arcadian 
dedication of 369; and this would suggest that the 

* Loewy, no. 89; Olympia, Ergebnisse, V, no. 635. 
“ Pausanias, VI 2, 8; Hyde, nos. 17 and 18. 
“ Klio, XV, 1917-18, p. 63 (Pomtow). 
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statue was considerably later than the victory. Finally 
there should be mentioned a base in Ephesos,*® now 
lost, which bore the signature of Daidalos and the 
name of Euthenos son of Eupeithes. Who he was we 
do not know, and the lack of a dependable facsimile of 
the inscription forbids any conjecture as to date. It 
speaks well for the fame of Daidalos that a statue 
should be ordered from distant Ephesos. 

Except for the Nike in the Arcadian group, evi- 
dence of versatility is conspicuously lacking; but Dai- 
dalos was evidently regarded as an athletic sculptor 
of the first order. In this he differs from his Argive 
contemporary Antiphanes, from whom no athletic 
statues at all are recorded. In Pliny’s sources Daida- 
los apparently was not prominent: that erudite man 
does not seem definitely to have distinguished him 
from the vast and vague figure after which he was 
named, and gives only “two boys scraping them- 
selves’*? as his works. It is highly probable that we 
have copies from at least one of these apoxyomenoi; 
but that must be discussed in a later chapter. 

Kleon of Sikyon,** like Daidalos, is known to us 
largely through Pausanias. Pliny mentions him only 
as having made statues of philosophers,*® but Pau- 
sanias tells us that he was a pupil of Antiphanes®® and 
mentions eight statues by him at Olympia: two of 
Zeus, one of Aphrodite, and five of athletes. It was 
customary at Olympia to fine heavily violators of the 
rules of the festival and to erect statues of Zeus from 
the fines. In 388 B.C. Eupolos of Thessaly, who 
tried to win in boxing through bribery, and those who 
accepted his bribes defrayed the cost of six “Zanes.” 
Pausanias”’ says that two of these were made by Kleon 


“ Loewy, no. 88. s NEVEL., XOXSSVi 76: 
** SQ 985 and 1007-1013; a recent article in Pauly-Wissowa. 
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and his signature remains on the base of one of them.”” 
The traces on top of the base show that the feet were 
in approximately the position of the Doryphoros. We 
have also the base’* of his statue of the boy boxer 
Kritodamos of Kleitor.°* The date of the victory is 
unknown, but the signature is so like that on the base 
of the Zeus that the two statues can hardly be sepa- 
rated by a great interval. The position of the feet is 
not clear. Alketos®® was another boy boxer from 
Kleitor ; Deinolochos®® and Hysmon*’ were Eleans, the 
former a chariot racer and Hellanodikos, the latter a 
pentathlete who was represented with jumping- 
weights; Lykinos®* was a boy runner from Heraia in 
Arcadia. None of these statues can be dated, nor has 
any trace of them been found. The one female figure 
of which we hear was an Aphrodite in the Heraion at 
Olympia.°® At Delphi a signature of Kleon has been 
found®® on a base belonging to a statue in memory of 
Hagesipolis, king of Sparta, which was set up by his 
exiled father Pausanias. Hagesipolis died in 381-380 
and the statue was doubtless set up soon after that. 

A block which was built into the basis of one of the 
late Zanes, and which has already been mentioned as 
bearing a signature of Daidalos, had also in another 
place the signature of another Sikyonian.®* The sculp- 
tor’s name is lost, but . . .1tov remains of his father’s 
name. The position of this line renders it improbable 
that there was another above it, so Loewy’s tempting 
restoration IloAvxAettov must be discarded; and it 

°° Loewy, no. 95; Olympia, Ergebnisse, V, no. 637. 
Loewy, no. 96; Olympia, Ergebnisse, V, no. 167. 
* Pausanias, VI 8, 5; Hyde, no. 80. 

> Pausanias, VI 9, 2; Hyde, no. 86. 

°° Pausanias, VI 1, 4-5; Hyde, no. 5. 

** Pausanias, VI 3, 9-10; Hyde, no. 31. 

* VI 10, 9; Hyde, no. 100. 

= PatsantassVa Zo: 

© Bourguet, in B.C.H., XXV, 1911, pp. 162-165. 

* Olympia, Ergebnisse, V, no. 636; Loewy, no. 89b. 
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appears that the names of the sculptor and his father, 
both short, were in one line. Purgold’s suggestion, 
Khéwv Koitov, is very plausible. He thinks that the 
signature is somewhat earlier than the two certain sig- 
natures at Olympia. The position of the feet of the 
statue can be seen on the stone, but so far as I know 
no illustration of the top of the stone has been pub- 
lished. It is not clear whether we have here a real 
group, made by the two leading Sikyonian sculptors of 
the time, or merely two statues set on a single base. 
Pausanias*? saw at Olympia a statue of a Theban 
boy wrestler Agenor, which was the work of Poly- 
kleitos, “an Argive, not he who made the image of 
Hera, but a pupil of Naukydes.” ‘The statue was dedi- 
cated by the Phocian confederacy, for Theopompos, 
father of Agenor, was a proxenos of the Phocian 
nation.” There is no evidence as to the date of Age- 
nor’s victory; but it is probable that the statue was 
erected at a time when friendly relations existed be- 
tween Thebes and the Phocians. There were no really 
cordial relations between the two states until 339-338, 
when the Phocian confederacy was reconstituted by 
Athens and Thebes. In 335 Thebes was destroyed; 
from that year to 316, when the city was rebuilt, there 
were probably few statues set up anywhere at the 
expense of Thebans. This period would certainly 
seem to be the best time for the statue of Agenor, 
were it not that Pausanias distinctly names Naukydes 
as the teacher of the artist. Naukydes, as has been 
seen, can not have lived much after 400, and his pupil 
could hardly have been at work after 335. We are 
forced then to follow Anti®* in dating the statue soon 
after 371, when the Phocians, in consequence of the 
battle of Leuktra, contracted an unwilling alliance with 
Thebes. In this case there is a terminus ante quem in 


VEO eZ a CSO) 1004): 
* Mon. Ant., XXVI, 1921, p. 653, note 5. 
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357, when the amphiktyonic decree against the Phoci- 
ans was passed through the machinations of Thebes; 
and a probable one in 362, when the Phocians refused 
to send a detachment for the campaign which led to 
the battle of Mantineia. Of course there is an element 
of uncertainty in all this reasoning, since a proxenos 
might deserve and obtain rewards in any state of in- 
ternational relations; yet it will be agreed that the 
occurrence is far more likely in a time of friendship. 

This is the only passage in which a Polykleitos 
other than “he who made the image of Hera’’ is defi- 
nitely mentioned, but there are several other works, 
assigned merely to a Polykleitos, which can hardly be- 
long to the great master of the fifth century. The 
earliest of these is the Aphrodite of Amyklai. Pau- 
sanias says that it was dedicated from the spoils of 
Aigospotamoi (405).** Since the great Polykleitos 
must have been born about 480, he would have been 
quite old at that time. We know that Alypos, a pupil 
of Naukydes, was active at that time, so it is probably 
right to refer the Aphrodite to his other pupil Poly- 
kleitos. Mahler indeed suggests that Pausanias mis- 
understood the inscription on the base of the statue and 
that it had nothing to do with Aigospotamoi.® Pau- 
sanias was not incapable of errors, but we have no 
particular reason for accusing him of this one. 

Then there is the statue of the Milesian boy boxer 
Antipatros.°* Pausanias relates a perfectly straight- 
forward and credible story of the relations of Anti- 
patros with Dionysios of Syracuse, who tried to have 
him entered as a Syracusan. Since Dionysios became 
tyrant in 406/5, the statue must be later than that; the 
most probable date for it is 388, since we know from 
Diodoros of the tyrant’s particular exertions at Olym- 
pia in that year.®* Anti indeed says that 388 is “anno 


STE 1898S: O7942). * Polyklet, pp. 7 f. 
* Pausanias, VI 2, 6 (SQ 951); Hyde, no. 16. * XIV 109. 
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dal quale datano le relazioni di Dionisio con Olimpia” ;®* 
but I do not know any grounds for the belief that 
there were no earlier relations. Robert®® doubts the 
incident related by Pausanias, for no reason at all; 
several similar cases are known.’® Dionysios died in 
367; if we consider the bare possibility that the 
younger Dionysios was meant, the lower limit of possi- 
bility for the statue may be brought down to 357, the 
date of his first exile. The brief and troubled period 
of his second rule need not be taken into account. 

The Zeus Philios at Megalopolis was the work of 
Polykleitos.“*. A terminus post quem, certain except 
for the possibility that the statue may have been 
brought from another town when Megalopolis was 
founded, is 369, when the city began. Terminus ante 
quem there is none. If it were certain that the epithet 
“had a political significance, referring to the friend- 
ship which was to bind the petty Arcadian communi- 
ties together,”’’ it would be probable that it was made 
soon after the foundation of Megalopolis; but the cult 
of Zeus Philios was by no means peculiar to Mega- 
lopolis and the epithet apparently had no political sig- 
nificance elsewhere. On the other hand the use of 
attributes of Dionysos clearly indicates that the god 
was thought of chiefly as connected with the “friendly 
feast.”" 

The tholos and theater at Epidauros are ascribed 
to Polykleitos by Pausanias.‘* Dorpfeld judged from 
the style of the remains of these buildings that they 


* Mon. Ant., XXVI, 1920, p. 653, note 5. Hyde in one place (OVM, 
p. 118) says that 388 is given by Africanus; but this seems to be a slip. 


° Arch. Marchen, p. 107 and Hermes, XXXV, 1900, p. 187. 

” Hyde, OV M, p. 33. 

™ Pausanias, VIII 31, 4 (SO 1005). 

™So Frazer ad. loc. and Farnell, Cults of the Greek States, I, p. 118. 
* Cf. Farnell, op. cit., I, p. 74. 


“II 27, 5. For the restoration of the tholos see Kavvadias, in Sitz. 
Berl. Akad., 1909, pp. 536 ff. 
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must have been built very late in the fourth century,” 
and Frankel was led to the same conclusion by an epi- 
graphical study of the building inscription of the 
tholos.’® But Kavvadias placed them at about the 
middle of the century:’” he was influenced partly by 
the forms of the letters and partly by the monetary 
units mentioned in the inscription. This opinion is 
generally accepted. It is well known that the quality 
of the buildings is such as to place this Polykleitos in 
the front rank of Greek architects, however much or 
little of a sculptor he was. 

Of the victor statues at Olympia which are ascribed 
by Pausanias to Polykleitos there are two which may 
belong to the younger artist. One of these was set up 
by the boy wrestler Xenokles of Mainalos in Arcadia."® 
The epigraphical character of the inscription and the 
form of the base tend to indicate, though they by no 
means prove, that the statue belongs to the period of 
the younger Polykleitos. The weight rested on the 
right leg or was evenly divided; the left foot was very 
slightly advanced; both feet were turned slightly out- 
ward. 

The inscription of the Epidaurian boxer Aristion”® 
belongs to the middle of the fourth century. As we 
learn from the precious Oxyrhynchos papyrus, Aristion 
won in 452. Hence the statue was made long after 
the victory or the basis, with its inscription, was re- 
newed. The latter hypothesis has received more gen- 
eral indorsement than it deserves. Certainly it is quite 
possible, but the erection of the statue by the son or 
grandson of Aristion is equally so; and the younger 

* Dorpfeld-Reisch, Das griech. Theater, pp. 130 ff. 

7) 1G 0V ip. 338: 

” Foutlles d’Epidaure, p. 98. 

® Pausanias, VI 9, 2 (SQ 950) ; Hyde, OV M, p. 118, with references; 
Olympia, Ergebnisse, V, no. 164; Loewy, 90; Furtwangler, Masterpieces, 
p. 279; Robert, in Hermes, XXXV, 1900, p. 187. 


” Pausanias, VI 13, 6 (SQ 947); Hyde, OVM, p. 117; Olympia, 
Ergebnisse, V, no. 165; Loewy, 92; Robert, /I.c., pp. 185 f. 
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Polykleitos is especially likely to have worked for an 
Epidaurian family, since his work on the tholos and 
theater would have made him acquainted with many of 
the citizens. The base of the statue shows that the 
weight rested on the left leg or was equally divided; 
both feet were turned out, the right much more dis- 
tinctly; the right foot was slightly advanced. 

Pliny attributes to Lysippos a portrait of Hephais- 
tion.8° He mentions that some authorities ascribed 
the statue to Polykleitos, but considers the suggestion 
absurd, since he thinks Polykleitos lived almost a hun- 
dred years earlier. There are a number of Greek 
statues that are attributed to two different artists, one 
much better known than the other; and archaeologists 
are agreed that the less eminent artist is generally to 
be accepted as the true author of the work in dispute. 
The portrait of Hephaistion seems a very clear ex- 
ample of such confusion. It is certain that any Poly- 
kleitos who was contemporary or approximately con- 
temporary with Lysippos was far less known than he, 
even to those who had not, like Pliny, forgotten him 
altogether. An erroneous attribution to him is, in the 
circumstances, incredible, and we can be sure that he 
really made a portrait of Hephaiston,** though it is 
highly probable that Lysippos made another and that 
Pliny’s two authorities referred to two distinct statues. 
Hephaistion was born in 356, and his statue would 
probably be later than 340. 

Pliny mentions among the works of Polykleitos a 
Hermes “which was in Lysimachia.”’? Lysimachia 
ought to mean Lysimachia in Thrace, just as Alexan- 
dria means Egyptian Alexandria; and that city was 
found in 309. It is usually assumed that the statue 
was taken there from somewhere else, and of course 


UNEP RORO LN (Od CAppy les) 
* So Loeschcke, in Arch. Zeit., XXXVI, 1878, p. 11. 
°N.H., XXXIV 56. 
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this is quite possible. Anti®* conjectures (and supports 
the conjecture by a diverting bit of historical recon- 
struction) that the Lysimachia in question was not the 
noted city in Thrace, but the Aitolian town; and thinks 
that an existing type of Hermes, which has been shown 
to be thoroughly in the style of the elder Polykleitos, 
represents the statue mentioned by Pliny. 

We have then a series of works extending from 
405 to 340 at the earliest, and that is a long time for 
the activity of one man. Dittenberger,** Frankel,® 
and formerly, at least, Dorpfeld®* thought that there 
were three sculptors named Polykleitos. The latest of 
the three would be the portrayer of Hephaistion, would 
be active after the foundation of Lysimachia, and 
would probably be the artist whose signature is found 
with that of Lysippos on a base at Thebes.** This so- 
lution may well be right, though it is not, after all, 
impossible that a pupil of Naukydes should be active 
after 340. A second Naukydes, to be the master of a 
late Polykleitos the Younger, is certainly to be re- 
jected: the chronology of Naukydes offers in itself not 
the slightest difficulty, and this solution leaves the 
Aphrodite of Amyklai as troublesome as it was before. 

Plato tells us that the great Polykleitos had sons 
who were sculptors but were “nothing in comparison 
with their father.’’** He calls them contemporaries of 
the sons of Perikles, who died in 429 in early man- 
hood. The sons of Polykleitos then would be born 
slightly before 450, as would be expected from the 
chronology of Polykleitos. Hippias(?) says that 
Polykleitos taught his son to make statues.*® But no- 
body says what statues they made or what their names 
were. It is probable that they are among the sculptors 

® Mon. Ant., XXVI, 1920, pp. 567-578. 


eGamVille 2033: Ge weap ooo: 
* Das griech. Theater, pp. 130 ff.; cf. Rém. Mitt., XVII, 1902, p. 339. 
Chapter III, pp. 62-64. * Protagoras, 328 C. 


* Mullach, Frag. Philosophorum Graec., I, p. 551. 
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who have been mentioned, but identification is not easy. 
We can not be sure whether they would be Sikyonians 
or Argives, since Polykleitos was both. Perhaps they 
are among the obscure pupils named by Pliny:*%° 
Asopodoros of Argos, Alexis, Aristeides,®? Phrynon. 
Kanachos and Teisandros are possibilities. Alypos, a 
pupil of Naukydes, is improbable; Antiphanes was a 
pupil of Periklytos and too young besides. Periklytos 
himself is a possibility, considering the similarity in 
name, if we are justified in disregarding the corrupt 
passage in Pausanias which has been discussed. 

Naukydes and Daidalos, both sons of men named 
Patrokles, ought to be related somehow. It is possible 
that the Patrokles of the Aigospotamoi monument was 
son of Naukydes and father of Daidalos; but this 
makes the generations short, so perhaps it is better to 
consider Patrokles a younger brother or nephew of 
Naukydes. If we reckon Periklytos to this family also 
and count the pupils Alypos and Antiphanes and Kleon 
of Sikyon, the unknown sons and obscure pupils of 
Polykleitos are left far behind. One would gladly as- 
sume a connection between the two families, but it has 
not been proved. The younger Polykleitos may very 
probably have been a grandson of the elder; though a 
pupil of Naukydes, he seems to have been too young 
to be his son.” 

Phradmon of Argos is a sculptor who deserves men- 
tion here. Pliny gives his florwit as 420,°* mentioning 
him along with Polykleitos and others; but Pliny’s 
dates are notoriously unreliable and this one has an 


° N.H., XXXIV 50 (SOQ 978). 

* Aristeides, according to another passage of Pliny (N.H., XXXIV 
72; SQ 981) made quadrigas and bigas, and is perhaps the same 
Aristeides to whom Pausanias (VI 20, 14; SQ 982) attributes some im- 
provement in the machinery for starting chariots in the race at Olympia. 

’ For opinions on the relationships of these artists see Robert, in 
Hermes, XXV, 1900, pp. 190-193; Mahler, Polyklet, pp. 8 ff.; Klein, 
Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, pp. 329-331. 

"N.H., XXXIV 49 (SQ 1015). 
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obvious explanation in the story according to which 
Pheidias, Polykleitos, Kresilas, and Phradmon made 
statues of Amazons in competition at Ephesos.** 
Mahler®’ argued for a much later date on the basis of 
an epigram.®® The epigram appears to have been 
placed on the basis of a group of twelve bronze oxen 
which were dedicated by Thessalians from spoils 
gained in a campaign against the Illyrians. No such 
campaign is known to have occurred in the fifth cen- 
tury. Mahler named 356 as the most probable date 
for the campaign, but Swoboda places it rather be- 
tween 345 and 336.°° Their position, though not uni- 
versally accepted, seems to be quite sound: the story 
of the Amazons rather confirms than contradicts it, 
for Pliny notes that the “competing” artists were not 
contemporary, while we know that the three others 
lived at the same time. 

Aside from the cows and the Amazon, only one 
work of Phradmon is mentioned: a statue of the 
Elean wrestler Amertas, who won as a boy at Olympia 
and as a man at Delphi.*® There is no clue to the date 
of either victory. Finally there is a singular line of 
Columella,®® in which Polykleitos, Phradmon, and 
Ageladas are named as typical great sculptors. 

The Amazon is obviously the only work that we 
can hope to identify. In addition to the artists in the 
“competition,” we know that Strongylion, an Athenian 
of the late fifth century, made an Amazon celebrated 
for the beauty of her legs (below the knees). The 
attempts to assign the existing types of Amazons to 
their true authors have been many and discordant: the 
Capitoline type has been given to Pheidias, Kresilas, 

“ Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 53 (SQ 946). 

* Polyklet, pp. 101 ff. 

* Anth. Pal., IX 743 (SQ 1018). 

Th. Oest. Arch. I., VI, 1903, pp. 200-214. 


* Pausanias, VI 8, 1 (SQ 1017). 
° De Re Rustica, X 29 (SQ 1016). 
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and Polykleitos, the Berlin type to Polykleitos, 
Strongylion, and Phradmon, the Mattei type to 
Pheidias, Kresilas, and Strongylion.*®° 
According to the vulgate opinion the Berlin type 
(Plate 3, B) is derived from Polykleitos. This attribu- 
tion is supported by several considerations. (1) The 
forms of the body and the positions of the legs are 
Polykleitan. (2) The number of extant copies and imi- 
tations shows that the original was famous; Poly- 
kleitos is named by Pliny as the winner of the “contest” 
and the Berlin type has never been attributed to either 
of the other great sculptors, Pheidias or Kresilas. (3) 
The posture of the figure is designed to show its beauty, 
as would be expected of a formalist like Polykleitos. 
Other stylistic arguments are adduced by Miss Bieber. 
The rebels against the traditional view argue: (1) The 
use of a post to lean on and the resultant languid ap- 
pearance are unknown in any other work believed to be 
Polykleitan. (2) Polykleitos, formalist or not, was a 
great artist, and would not represent a wounded Ama- 
zon in a position which would make the wound as 
painful as possible. Noack indeed believes that the 
wound was not present in the original; but all the 
copies have it, and it is methodically indefensible to 
reject their testimony in favor of the Greek relief at 
Ephesos. It is possible that the artist wished to show 
the Amazon’s indifference to the wound, but this the- 
* Fullest recent discussion: Noack, in Jb. Arch. I., XXX, 1915, pp. 
131-179 (assigns Capitol type to Polykleitos, Berlin type to Strongylion, 
Mattei type to Kresilas) ; also Bieber, in Jb. Arch. J., XXXIII, 1918, 
pp. 49-75 (supports Furtwangler in assigning Capitol type to Kresilas, 
Berlin type to Polykleitos, Mattei type to Pheidias). Anti (Mon. Ant., 
XXVI, 1920, 600-627) follows Bulle in assigning the Capitol type to 
Pheidias, the Mattei type to Kresilas, the Berlin type to Polykleitos. 
Klein, in Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XVIII, 1915, pp. 17-39, announced the dis- 
covery of a head for the Mattei type, but the head appears to be too 
small; it is rejected by Bieber, article cited, p. 73, note 2. Its lack of 
correspondence with the Loukou caryatid (Bieber, p. 74, fig. 15) would 
not be too serious if the case for it were strong otherwise. Recently a 
figure said to represent the Mattei type has been found with a head of 


the Capitol type which apparently belonged to it (Sogliano, in Movoeiov, 
II, 1924, pp. 1-9). 
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atrical conception would also be unexpected in Poly- 
kleitos. (3) The Doria-Pamphili Amazon (Plate 3, 
A),’* attributed by several scholars to Phradmon, re- 
sembles the Berlin type in posture and the treatment of 
the garment so closely that there must be some close re- 
lation between them. A stylistic comparison places it 
entirely beyond question that the Doria-Pamphili type 
is the older of the two. The theory more or less 
frankly proposed by some scholars, that Phradmon was 
a stupid and unprogressive fellow and hence, in imi- 
tating the Polykleitan Amazon, made a figure of dis- 
tinctly more archaic style, is almost laughable. The 
imitation was certainly the other way about, and it is 
improbable that Polykleitos imitated anybody. There 
is also a decided resemblance between the Capitol (Plate 
3, C) and Berlin Amazons, and here again it is clear 
that the Berlin type is the later one: the very genuine 
and expressive arms of the Capitol type are altered, by 
relatively slight formal changes, into the almost ab- 
surdly unfunctional arms of the Berlin type. Is it cred- 
ible that the Amazon of Polykleitos was a fusion of two 
earlier types, with changes which made it inferior, ex- 
cept in purely formal beauty, to both its predecessors ? 
(4) The abundance of copies is to be explained, as in 
the case of numerous Hellenistic Aphrodites and 
nymphs, by the generous display of the female body. 
This is very much more conspicuous in the Berlin type 
than in the other two. (5) The Capitol type resem- 
bles the male athletes of Polykleitos as much as would 
be expected in view of the difference in subject. 

Doubt is justified, but the better conclusion seems 
at present to be that of Mahler and Klein: that the 
Berlin type is not derived directly from Polykleitos 
but from a later and lesser artist who was strongly 
influenced by him in matters of form. The leaning 


*” Brunn-Bruckmann, 688-689, with references; Furtwangler, Master- 
pieces, p. 129. 
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position may be due to the direct influence of Praxiteles. 
The fourth century Argive, Phradmon, is clearly the 
right man. Noack’s attribution to Strongylion seems 
singularly perverse: there is no reason to expect in him 
such strong Polykleitan influence; there is no reason 
to believe that his Amazon was in Ephesos, while the 
relief found there is strong evidence that the original 
of the Berlin type stood in the city; and the legs of the 
Berlin Amazon are a distress to the cultivated eye. 

Klein would ascribe to Phradmon the Sisyphos | 
of the Daochos group.*”* There is a resemblance in 
position between that figure and the Amazon, and they 
represent the same general stylistic tendency; but the 
relation is not close enough to justify attributing the 
Sisyphos to Phradmon. The most widely copied type 
which represents this mixture of Polykleitan form 
with Praxitelean(?) languor is the “Narkissos.”’?°* 
Those who wish to keep the Berlin Amazon for Poly- 
kleitos would do well to ascribe the Narkissos to him 
also, but in fact it is usually assigned to his following. 
Perhaps Phradmon made it, though the head of the 
“Narkissos” is hardly so Polykleitan as that of the 
Amazon. 

Of the many sculptors who have been named in 
this chapter, three are known to us through Roman 
copies from their works: these are Naukydes, Daida- 
los, and Phradmon. No existing work can be brought 
into definite connection with any other Peloponnesian 
sculptor between Polykleitos and Lysippos. There are 
however several bronzes which in all probability were 
made by Peloponnesians of that period, and it will not 
be out of place to consider some of them. 

A bronze head of a youth, supposed to have been 


28 Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, pp. 339-341. For references on the 
Sisyphos see infra, p. 00. 
78 Bieber, Die antiken Skulpturen und Bronzen in Cassel, pp. 13 £., 


no. 11, with references. A good torso of this type was for sale in New 
York in 1924. 


32 LYSIPFGS 


found at Beneventum and now in the Louvre,’ is a 


Greek work of high excellence. Around the hair there 
is a very simple garland of wild olive, indicating that 
the head belonged to the statue of an Olympic victor. 
Behind the garland the hair is represented by flat, 
wavy wisps which are very like the hair of the Dory- 
phoros. In front of the garland, however, the locks 
are swelling and luxuriant. A difference so decided 
must be termed artificial, and one would expect it in 
the following of the formalist Polykleitos rather than 
in Attic work, though no sure Polykleitan head shows 
a closely similar treatment of the hair about the face. 
The head is more domed than the head of the Dory- 
phoros, but the head of the Diadoumenos is domed; the 
Beneventum head, however, appears to be shorter, from 
front to back, than any Polykleitan head. The forms 
of the face are distinctly Polykleitan, though the head 
is both more charming and nobler than any head 
known to be derived from Polykleitos. This is no 
doubt partly the difference between copies and an 
original. In profile view the head distinctly suggests 
the head of the Lemnian Athena; but there is not much 
similarity between the two in details; not even in the 
mouth. This feature is quite individual, and is to be 
regarded as taken from life. The workmanship is not 
fine, i.e. delicate, in the highest degree, as is seen in a 
comparison with the bronze head in Munich; but that 
is not to say that the Beneventum head is inferior. It 
indeed deserves second place, at worst, among the 
antique heads that are left to us. 
It is usual to regard the head as a work of the 
Polykleitan school, with Attic influence; Bulle finds 
* De Ridder, Les Bronzes Antiques du Louvre, no. 4, Sples 
Handbook of the same title, fig. 26; Brunn- Bruckmann, 324: Bulle, 
Der schéne Mensch’, pl. 206; Von Mach, University Prints, 481; Reinach, 
Recueil, pl. 72, p. ‘58: Mahler, Polyklet, Daelo0: Fullest discussion : 
Michon, in Mon. Piot, I, 1894, pp. 77 ff., with plates X-XI: Furtwang- 


ler, Masterpieces, pp. 290 f., Meisterwerke, p. 507; Hyde, OV M, p. 63; 
Waldmann, Griechische Originale, fig. 119. 
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the Attic strain predominant. I see nothing in the 
head that can reasonably be termed Attic rather than 
Argive, and the Polykleitan character is very strong. 
The artist who made it, in the neighborhood of 400 
B.C., must have been among the most worthy suc- 
cessors of the master. 

Before the discovery of the Charioteer at Delphi, 
the ‘“Idolino” of the Museo Archeologico in Florence’® 
was usually reckoned the finest antique bronze statue 
known, and even now it probably holds second place. 
It represents a slender boy, who held a phiale or simi- 
lar dish in the right hand; the left hand was probably 
empty. The weight rests entirely on the right leg, as 
is evident from the strong projection of the right hip: 
the left foot is set a considerable distance to the side 
and somewhat advanced. The head looks toward the 
phiale and the ‘“Standbein.”’ The chiastic scheme usual 
in Polykleitan works is therefore conspicuously absent, 
but the rhythm of line in the Idolino is considered very 
beautiful by most observers. A statue of Hermes 
found at Cyrene’® represents an original resembling 
the Idolino in posture, but with the legs reversed, and 
the resultant rhythm more in the style of Polykleitos. 
It seems probable that the Idolino was a modification 
of this original; though it is not impossible that the 
imitation was in the other direction, and that the artist 
of the Hermes tried to make a conventional Polykleitan 
figure out of the production of a more independent 
sculptor. 


*° Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 2; Reinach, Répertoire, Il 588, 2; Milani, 
Museo Archeologico, p. 173, pl. CXLIII; Amelung, Fiihrer durch Florenz, 
no. 268; Brunn-Bruckmann, 274-277; Bulle, pls. 52-53 and 204-205; Von 
Mach, University Prints, 123; Hyde, OVM, pp. 141-143, with additional 
references; Waldmann, Griechische Originale, figs. 89f.; Lippold, 
Kopien und Umbildungen, pp. 125 f. Copy of the head in the magazines 
of the Vatican: Arch. Anz., 1921, col. 262; Illustrated London News, 
Sept. 9, 1922, p. 380, fig. 14. According to Milani the arms are an 
antique restoration. 

*° Cron. B.A. (Sup. Boll. d’Arte), XII, 1918, pp. 29 f.; A.J.A., XXIII, 
1919, p. 319; cf. Hyde, l.c. 


34 LYSIRPOS 


The Idolino has always been regarded as an origi- 
nal, but Lippold now questions this, thinking it im- 
probable that an original of sufficient celebrity to be 
copied would be found in an unimportant place such as 
Pesaro. It seems quite possible, however, that wealthy 
men of taste might have lived there. A copy of a 
bronze could be mechanically accurate except for the 
final treatment which, in either original or copy, would 
be given after the casting; but in this final treatment 
the hand of the master would be as evident as in any 
other point, and it is difficult to believe that a master- 
piece of craftsmanship such as the Idolino is not an 
original in the fullest sense. 

A technical masterpiece in bronze, representing a 
nude youth, is likely to come from a school of special- 
ists in bronze and in athletic sculpture: that is to say, 
from the school or schools of Argos and Sikyon. This 
assumption is strengthened by a consideration of the 
head and treatment of the hair, in which Polykleitan 
character is evident. The posture, as has been seen, 
and the treatment of the body show a,style which is 
not Polykleitan, and scholars have usually regarded 
this second influence as Attic, though Furtwangler** 
explained the statue as the work of an artist who con- 
tinued the traditions of the old Argive school with 
only moderate influence from Polykleitos. It is in the 
first place impossible, and in the second place unim- 
portant, to ascertain the exact influences which con- 
tributed to the formation of the style of this artist; 
but it is worth while, for our subject, to note that a 
sculptor working in the later years of Polykleitos or 
soon thereafter, and making a statue of the sort in 
which Polykleitos was particularly expert, and indeed 
showing clear Polykleitan influence, shows also com- 
plete independence of the master in more important re- 
spects. We can not be sure that this artist was a 


*" Masterpieces, p. 286 (Meisterwerke, p. 500). 


SCCESsOnS OF POLYKLEITOS ao 


Peloponnesian; an Attic relief'°® contains a figure of 
Herakles which seems probably to be imitated from the 
Idolino, and this is sound, though not conclusive, evi- 
dence that the statue stood in Attica. One can not 
infer, however, that the Idolino is a Herakles; it is in 
all probability a youthful athlete. The head, which has 
no nobility and little charm, is a portrait, if this term is 
properly applied to the Perikles of Kresilas. 

A bronze head in Munich’*® represents a boy of 
perhaps fourteen years. The fillet in the hair indi- 
cates that it is an athletic victor; the swollen ear, that 
the victory was won in boxing or the pankration. 
Boyish charm has seldom if ever been better expressed 
in sculpture, and in technical excellence the head ranks 
very high. In delicacy of treatment it is comparable 
with the Hermes of Praxiteles. We are reminded that 
the skill of Polykleitos was effective particularly when 
“the clay came to the nail,’ when the final touches 
were given to the model. As a part of a bronze statue 
of an athletic victor, the head is likely to be Pelopon- 
nesian work, and it has usually been so regarded; but 
it is difficult to find in it tangible traces of Polykleitan 
style. 

Several works of similar style have been noted. 
Furtwangler’’® mentioned a head in the Museo Chiara- 
monti of the Vatican’’’ as copied either from the 
Munich head or from an analogous work by the same 
artist; Amelung describes it merely as closely related 
to the Munich head, and it has not appeared in recent 


#8 Svoronos, Td ’Edvxdv Movoeiov, II, pls. CI, CXXI, no. 2723, pp. 
578-416 ; Stais, Marbres et Bronses, pp. 240-242; cf. Hyde, OV M, p. 142. 

*° Furtwangler-Wolters, Beschr. d. Glypt., pp. 398 f., no. 457; Brunn- 
Bruckmann, pl. 8; Bulle, Der Schone Mensch’, pl. 207; Friederichs- 
Wolters, no. 216; Furtwangler, Masterpieces, p. 291 (Meisterwerke, p. 
507); Hyde, OVM, p. 63, with citations; Waldmann, Griechische 
Originale, fig. 120; Lippold, Kopien und Umbildungen, pp. 124 f. and 
257 f., note 6; Brunn-Bruckmann, pl. 699, with text by Sieveking; fig. 
4 in the text shows the back of the head. 

™ Masterpieces and Meisterwerke, l.c. 


™ Amelung, D. Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., I, p. 624, no. 475, pl. 66. 
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discussions. A statue in green basalt in the Museo 
Nazionale at Rome’ has been regarded by many 
scholars as closely related to the Munich head, though 
no one has suggested that it is copied from it. The 
statue represents a boy victor with an olive wreath 
around his head. Hauser thought the similarity in 
style sufficient to indicate that this statue was copied 
from a work of the artist who made the head at 
Munich; he suggested Kallikles of Megara, and found 
in the records definite names for both of the boy vic- 
tors. Anti does not think that so definite a connection 
between the two works can be assumed ;'** but around 
the basalt statue he assembles a group of sculptures 
which are, he thinks, very similar to it, and argues in- 
geniously for an attribution to Lykios, the son of 
Myron. The basalt statue would be a copy of the 
statue of Autolykos, who won the pankration for boys 
in the Panathenaic games in 422. Pliny mentions this 
statue and assigns it, as the text stands, to Leochares; 
but it had been suggested previously that the true 
author was probably Lykios. An obvious objection 
to this theory is found in the fact that an olive wreath, 
such as is worn by the youth, is not known to have 
been given as prize at the Panathenaic games: it is the 
token of victory at Olympia. Besides, it appears that 
the basalt statue is more closely related to the Munich 
head than to the other members of the “Lykios” group. 
Those two works may well be derived from one artist, 
and Lippold may well be right in suggesting that a 
head in the Lateran is copied from another work by 
him! = 


™ Paribeni, Mus. Naz. Rom.*, p. 207, no. 498; Helbig, Fiihrer’, II, p. 
156, no. 1364; Hauser in Rém. Mitt., X, 1895, pp. 97-119 and pl. I; 
Brunn-Bruckmann, pl. 700, with text by Sieveking. The head: B. Com. 
Rom., XLVII, 1919, pl. VI; figs. 4-6 in text to Brunn-Bruckmann, 
pl. 700. 

43 B.Com. Rom., XLVII, 1919, pp. 59-62. 


4 Op. cit., p. 257, note 6. 
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A head in black basalt,??° also in the Museo Na- 
zionale at Rome, is treated by Furtwangler, Bulle, and 
Amelung as related to the Munich head and the basalt 
statue in the same way that they are related to each 
other. Schrader’’® found a great difference between 
the Munich head and basalt statue on the one hand and 
the basalt head on the other, and regarded the latter as 
an example of a type known in several other copies and 
ascribed by Schrader at that time to Pheidias. It was 
certainly an error to assign the basalt head to that 
type; but to separate it from the other two works seems 
to be right, though it has not found general accept- 
ance.’17 The similarity of the basalt head to the other 
two lies principally in time and subject. 

According to Lippold a real copy of the Munich 
head exists at Frankfurt.47% From this he reasons, 
as in the case of the Idolino, that the head is not 
an original but a careful copy made with mechanical 
accuracy, which would have the same relation to the 
original that the “galvanoplastic’” reproductions of 
the Munich head have to it. This hypothesis draws 
some support from the condition in which the bronze 
was found. The head and neck, in one piece, and 
the genitals reached Germany. According to report 
the statue was found complete, but the rest of it was 
destroyed by the ignorant discoverers. A priori, 


“* Paribeni, Mus. Naz. Rom.*, p. 207, no. 499; Helbig, Fiihrer’, II, p. 
158, no. 1365; figs. 1-3 in text to Brunn-Bruckmann, pl. 700; Paribeni in 
B. Com. Rom., XXXVIII, 1910, pp. 42-48, pls. III-IV (suggests Daidalos 
as author). 

"° Th. Oest. Arch. I., XIV, 1911, pp. 70-74. Apparently neither the 
basalt head nor the type to which he assigned it is mentioned in 
Schrader’s Pheidias. 


™' Anti (article cited, p. 63) agrees. Sieveking (text to Brunn-Bruck- 
mann, pl. 700) assumes one original for the two works in basalt. 

48 Published by Sieveking in text to Brunn-Bruckmann, 699, figs. 1-3, 
and treated as a sure copy. The arrangement of the hair on the back 
of the Munich head is so individual that a satisfactory correspondence 
in this respect would prove derivation from a common original. It may 
be assumed that such a correspondence exists, though it is not clearly 
evident in the illustrations. 
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this is improbable in the extreme; and according to 
Lippold there was another tradition, according to 
which no other parts were found. If this is so, obvi- 
ously it was a herm; and Lippold argues that the origi- 
nal work certainly was not a herm. It is possible, 
however, that the statue met with some injury which 
affected the body and. not the head, and that then 
the head was set on a herm. This external evidence 
is at all events not sufficient to overcome the presump- 
tion, founded on the extraordinary quality of the head, 
that it is a Greek original. 

A bronze statue in Vienna (Plate 4),’’® represent- 
ing an athlete in prayer, is a copy from a work of the 
late fifth or early fourth century. The posture resembles 
that of the Idolino: the right leg is the “Standbein,” 
the right arm is raised, and the head is turned to the 
right. The left leg, however, is not set at the side, but 
drawn back in approximately the position of the Dory- 
phoros, with the result that the deviation from Poly- 
kleitan style is much less marked. The treatment of 
the body is also more in the Polykleitan manner, 
though the original of this statue must have been con- 
siderably later than the Idolino, and the head is more 
purely Polykleitan than any other head that is not sup- 
posed to be derived from the master himself. Furt- 
wangler tentatively ascribed the original of this statue, 
as well as the Idolino, to Patrokles; but it seems im- 
probable that the two are derived from one sculptor. 

In the Antiquarium at Munich there is a splendid 
bronze statuette of Zeus or Poseidon.” The right 

9 Tb. d. Sammlungen, XV, 1894, pp. 103-124 (R. von Schneider) 
with fine illustrations; Klein, Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, pp. 341 f. and 
Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XIII, 1910, pp. 140-143; Von Sacken, Die ant. 
Bronzen, pls. XXI-XXII, pp. 52 f.; Friederichs-Wolters, no. 1562; 
Brunn-Bruckmann, 325; Furtwangler, Masterpieces, p. 290 (Meister- 
werke, pp. 506 f.); Hyde, OV M, p. 131. 

Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, pl. 59, col. 113; Bulle in Roscher, 
Lexikon, III, col. 2885; Friederichs-Wolters, no. 1750; Furtwangler, 


Masterpieces, p. 299. (Meisterwerke, p. 519); Baumeister, Denkmdler, 
II, col. 1393. 
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hand is new. The position is for the most part that of 
the Idolino, but the weight is not so completely borne by 
the right leg, and the position in general is more stable 
and dignified, as the subject demands. The left arm is 
raised and the hand held a long sceptre or trident; this 
of course strengthens the left side and makes the gen- 
eral effect quite unlike that of the Idolino. The hair 
and beard are heavy and give grandeur to the head. 

It may not be out of place to mention here the Zeus 
in Blundell Hall.*?* It is a fine copy from an original 
that must have been about contemporary with the 
Munich bronze statuette. The general position is 
similar to that of the bronze, but the left leg is drawn 
back slightly and the head looks straight forward. The 
body is distinctly less elastic than in the bronze: in this 
case the original was not made by an artist who was 
trained in the portrayal of athletes. The head, if not 
grander or more impressive than that of the bronze, is 
nobler and more spiritual; if the illustration is not de- 
ceptive, it foreshadows the Asklepios of Melos as well 
as the Zeus of Otricoli. There is an effective “mane” 
and altogether the head is admirable. Furtwangler 
suggests Kephisodotos as the author of this type, and 
that is reasonable enough. Certainly the Blundell Zeus 
belongs to an artistic current quite different from that 
of the Munich bronze, which may represent for us 
the Peloponnesian school of about 375. One might 
imagine Antiphanes as the sculptor of the bronze. 

So much for the idea that we can form of the 
Peloponnesian successors of Polykleitos. They were 
not, even the earlier of them, slavish followers of that 
master, but they made no vital innovations. If we had 
a number of original works from their hands, we could 
distinguish the productions of one from those of 
another by minute study, but we should probably find 
small differences in ideal or general style. 


™ Reinach, Répertoire, I 184, 4; Furtwangler, Ueber Statuenkopieen 
im Alterthum (Abh. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., XX, 1896), pp. 551-555, pls. I 
eeacel JUNES ale 
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Euphranor is called “Isthmian” (Jsthmius) by 
Pliny’ and it is usually assumed for this reason that he 
was a Corinthian. Plutarch, however, calls him an 
Athenian,’ and certainly not by mere oversight, for 
the writer is enumerating Athenians whose achieve- 
ments brought glory to the city. The scholiast on 
Juvenal, Satires III 17, also speaks of him as an Athe- 
nian ;* but he speaks in the same way of Polykleitos, 
which disposes of him as an authority. The two sig- 
natures of his son Sostratos were found in Attica* and 
Euphranor surely worked in Athens a good deal. 
Three of his four known paintings were in Athens, the 
fourth in Ephesos. One of his fourteen known statues 
is said to have been in Athens; another, Bonus Eventus 
or Triptolemos, was undoubtedly in Attica, to judge 
from the subject. Antidotos, the only pupil concern- 
ing whom we have any details, is said to have 
worked at Athens, and Nikias of Athens was pupil of 
Antidotos. 

There was no distinct Corinthian community which 
went by the name “Isthmus’’; the Isthmian sanctuary 
of course had no citizenry. “Isthmian” then, if con- 
nected with Corinth at all, would mean a citizen of a 
village on the isthmus—which would have a name of 
its own—or simply of Corinthian territory, in which 
case it would be an unexpected synonym for ‘“Corin- 
thian.” Probably Euphranor was born in some town 
named, or at least called, Isthmus. Halikarnassos, or 
possibly a part of it, was so called, according to Steph- 
anos Byzantios, and so was a town in Kos.” It is just 

*N. H., XXXV 128 (SQ 1786). ?De Glor. Athen., 2 (SQ 1109). 


7 SO 1789. “Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., 105 and 106. 
® See Pauly-Wissowa, v. Isthmos, nos. 5-7. 
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possible that “Isthmian” was a sort of surname, given 
because the artist had some famous work in the Isth- 
mian sanctuary. At all events our evidence indicates 
that he was to all intents and purposes an Athenian. 

For the chronology of his life we have the state- 
ment of Pliny that he flourished in the 104th Olympiad 
(364-361).° This is doubtless drawn from the fact 
that he painted a representation of a cavalry fight at 
the battle of Mantineia,‘ which took place in 362. 
Certainly, Euphranor was not a beginner when he re- 
ceived this commission; but neither was he approach- 
ing the end of his career, for some twenty-five years 
later he made statues of Alexander and Philip in 
quadrigas.* Pliny’s brevity leaves us in doubt whether 
the two works belonged together, but this is probable. 
At any rate the Alexander would hardly be much 
earlier than 340, since Alexander was born in 356, and 
Philip’s death in 336 furnishes an almost certain 
terminus ante quem. Euphranor’s “Valor and Greece, 
both colossal’? obviously made a Panhellenic monu- 
ment, which would almost certainly be due to Philip ;?° 
it was very probably set up just after the congress of 
Corinth, in 338, at which Philip was chosen leader of 
united Hellas for the projected attack on Persia. 
Where? Doubtless at some great Panhellenic center, 
and not at Olympia, since the Philippeion was erected 
there at the same time.’t Perhaps at Delphi; more 
likely at the Isthmian sanctuary, since the congress 
was held at Corinth. Hence, possibly, ‘““Euphranor 
Isthmius.” With one work dated 362 and two about 
337, we have a good idea of the artist’s period of pro- 
duction: we may suppose that he was born between 
400 and 390. 


*N.H., XXXIV 50 (SQ 1787). * Pausanias, I 3, 4 (SQ 1791). 
* Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 78 (SQ 1798). ° Ibid. 

* This is suggested by Klein, Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, II, p. 322. 

™ Pausanias, V 20, 9-10. 
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As has already appeared, Euphranor was both a 
sculptor and a painter. We find mention of more 
sculptures than paintings from his hand; but the paint- 
ings are much more fully described in the literature 
that remains to us, and he seems to have been dis- 
cussed as a painter more than as a sculptor in the 
sources of Pliny. Only painters are mentioned as his 
pupils, and his only recorded master was Aristeides of 
Thebes, who was a great painter and an obscure sculp- 
tor if he was a sculptor at all. It seems likely then 
that painting was the art in which Euphranor special- 
ized; yet his commissions from Philip show that he 
was considered a sculptor of the first rank. He was 
especially noted for his versatility.” He wrote books 
on color and on proportion (symmetria). His theories 
of proportion are reflected in the criticism preserved 
in Pliny, to the effect that his heads and limbs were 
too large, his bodies too slender (fuit in universitate 
corporum exthor et capitibus articulisque grandior).”* 
His expression of the majesty of heroes (dignitates 
heroum) won commendation.’* In view especially of 
his interest in proportion, it is highly probable that 
Euphranor had some influence on the development of 
Lysippos, some twenty years his junior. 

Among his works there is at least one of which we 
might expect to recognize a copy, if it be at all well 
preserved: the “Leto holding in her arms the new- 
born infants Apollo and Artemis” (Latona puerpera 
A pollinem et Dianam infantis sustinens in aede Con- 
cordiae).'® We have two copies of a group represent- 
ing this subject’® and several coin-types seem to be de- 

* Quintilian, Inst. Orat., XII, 10, 6 (SQ 1788). 

* N.H., XXXV 128 (SQ 1802). 

* Ibid. 

* Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 77 (SQ 1798). 

*Reinach, Répertoire, I] 417, 6-7; Overbeck, Gesch. d. griech. 
Plastik*, Il, p. 117; Helbig, Fiihrer*, no. 982; Jones, Palazzo dei Con- 


servatori, p. 227, no. 31, pl. 85; Mahler, in R. Arch., VIII, 1906, pp. 290- 
296, discusses the type and ascribes it to the older Praxiteles. 
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rived from the same original. The subject is not a 
common one and the attribution to Euphranor was 
very natural. It has been almost abandoned in recent 
years, however, because the style of the existing 
groups seems too old. They are not really archaic, as 
a comparison with the Copenhagen Niobid,** whose 
position is similar, will show; but 430 is a more reason- 
able date for them than 360. Of course Euphranor 
might have been influenced by an older type, and the 
attribution to him is not impossible, but it must be con- 
sidered improbable. It has been suggested also that 
the existing groups are derived from a bronze group 
at Delphi which is mentioned by Klearchos of Soloi;"® 
but one gathers that in that group Leto held only 
Apollo in her arms. Aside from this, there is nothing 
to show that it is not Euphranor’s work which is 
mentioned by Klearchos. 

The Paris of Euphranor seems to have been one 
of his most celebrated creations.. In it could be per- 
ceived at once the judge of the goddesses, the lover of 
Helen, and the slayer of Achilles (omnia simul intel- 
liguntur, tudex dearum, amator Helenae et tamen 
Achillis interfector).’® Figures of Paris are ordi- 
narily recognizable by their Phrygian garb. A figure 
wearing the Phrygian cap, represented by many copies 
and variants, has been identified by Furtwangler as 
the work of Euphranor.”® But this type is as unlikely 
as any statue in existence to call forth the praise quoted 
by Pliny: only the most prejudiced eye could see in it 
the judge of the goddesses or the slayer of Achilles, 
and surely no eye whatever could see the lover of fair- 


" De antike Kunstvaerker, no. 398; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 
109; Reinach, Répertoire, II 419, 2. 

* Frag. Hist. Graec., Il, p. 318, no. 46. 

* Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 77 (SOQ 1798). 

” Helbig, Fiihrer*®, I, no. 369, with citations; Bieber, Die antiken 
Skulpturen in Cassel, p. 22, no. 26. A new example in Granada: R. 
Arch., XVII, 1923, pp. 325-328 (Paris). 
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haired Helen. It is altogether probable that the figure 
is not Paris at all, but Ganymede. 

A seated statue in the Galleria delle Statue of the 
Vatican,”* in Phrygian costume, is very generally re- 
garded as Paris, though the apple in his hand is a 
restoration. This has been ascribed to Euphranor by 
Amelung and others and the ascription is not impossi- 
ble; the proportions agree pretty well with those said 
to have been used by the sculptor. Yet Miss Bieber’s 
opinion, that the statue is Hellenistic, is naturally sug- 
gested by its appearance; and in its original condition*® 
it must have resembled the original of the seated 
Hermes in Naples so distinctly as to suggest strongly 
that it was imitated from it, which would hardly have 
been true of Euphranor’s Paris. Robert?* would 
identify the “Ares Borghese”** in the Louvre as the 
Paris of Euphranor. This has never been accepted by 
anybody, so far as I know. The “Ares” is in all proba- 
bility a real Ares belonging to the fifth century. 

The famous bronze statue from the Antikythera 
wreck (Plate 5)*° has been identified as the Paris of 
Euphranor by Stais”® and Miss Bieber.?* The figure is 
nude like a Greek athlete, but the identification as Paris 
is nevertheless almost sure. The youth, standing quietly, 
is holding forth in one hand an object of some signifi- 
cance—otherwise his posture would be ridiculous— 
_and small and light; lighter than the head of Medusa, 
though that is the second best suggestion that has been 


* Amelung, Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., II, p. 422, no. 255, pl. 47; Helbig, 
Fiihrer’*,I, no. 186; Jb. Arch. I., XXIV, 1909, pp. 20 £. (Six) ; Jb. Arch. 
I., XXV, 1910, p. 165 (Bieber). 

™ For comments on the restoration see Amelung, I.c. 

* XIX Hallisches Winckelmannsprogramm, 1895, pp. 21-29. 

* Brunn-Bruckmann, 63; Von Mach, University Prints, 125; Fried- 
ericks-Wolters, 1298. 

> Hyde, OVM, pp. 80 ff., with references; "Em. ’Aox., 1902, pls. 
VII-XII. 

7° Marbres et Bronzes du Musée National, 255. 

* Article cited, pp. 164-168. 
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made. An apple fulfils the conditions ideally and it 
seems that nothing else does. (For a recent sugges- 
tion see the Journal of Hellenic Studies, XLIII, 1923, 
pp. 142 f.; although it is sponsored by an eminent 
scholar, one can not easily read it without laughing 
aloud.) The figure seems also to belong in origin to 
the time of Euphranor: even if the statue itself is Hel- 
lenistic—it may well be—it doubtless reflects an earlier 
type. It might easily have received the triple praise ac- 
corded to Euphranor’s work, especially if we restore,a 
bow in the left hand as we reasonably may; and it 
might well proceed from an artist who expressed the 
nobility of heroes with eminent success. But can the 
proportions of Euphranor, as reported to us, be found 
in the statue? None too well, it must be admitted. It 
may be that the restoration is to blame;** or it may be 
that since these proportions, which apparently ought 
to be so easily recognizable, do not in fact enable us to 
find any of Euphranor’s works, we are justified in for- 
getting about them; for it is a virtual certainty that 
some of his works are preserved. At all events the 
Paris of Euphranor is more plausibly found in the 
Antikythera statue than in any other. 

It has been suggested’® that the Alexander Ronda- 
nini (Plates 6 and 7)*° in Munich may be copied from 
Euphranor. In this statue Alexander is a youth of six- 
teen or eighteen. He is in an unusual position for a por- 
trait: the right leg is raised and the foot is set on an ele- 


So Miss Bieber, p. 167. For bitter comments on the restoration see 
Von Mach, Handbook, pp. 319 f. 

7” Amelung, in R. Arch., IV, 1904, pp. 375 ff.; Six, in Jb. Arch. I., 
XXIV, 1909, pp. 17-20. 

*° Furtwangler-Wolters, Besch. d. Glypt., no. 298; Arndt-Bruckmann, 
183-185; Brunn-Bruckmann, 105; Furtwangler-Urlichs, pl. 54; Von 
Mach, University Prints, no. 399; Koepp, Ueber das Bildniss Alexanders 
des Grossen, pp. 16 ff., with fig. and pl. IL; Ujfalvy, Le type physique 
d’ Alexandre le Grand, pls. 10-11, pp. 84-88; Schreiber, Studien iiber das 
Bildniss Alexanders des Grossen, pp. 82 f., 208, 272 ff. (questions the 
identification) ; Bernoulli, Die erhaltene Darstellungen Alexanders des 
Grossen, pp. 44 ff., fig. 10, pl. V. 
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vation. The right leg is nearly all new, but enough of the 
hip is antique to show the raised position. The arms also 
are new except just below the shoulders, and the resto- 
ration of them is uncertain; one can say confidently 
that the existing restoration, in which the prince 
anoints his leg with oil, is wrong. 

Some justification for the posture should be 
found.** We know that Euphranor made a statue of 
Alexander, that in all probability it was made in the 
early youth of the prince, and that he was represented 
“in a chariot.” The beautiful statue in the Palazzo dei 
Conservatori, as well as numerous vase-paintings, sug- 
gest that the Rondanini figure is to be understood as 
mounting a chariot. This view is not usually accepted, 
even by those who ascribe the statue to Euphranor; 
and it is true that the right leg of a figure mounting a 
chariot ought to be raised higher than it is in this 
figure. But the copyist, who could not be expected to 
reproduce the chariot and horses, might naturally 
make a slight modification which would render the 
posture less extraordinary. It is generally and rightly 
recognized that the statue shows no trace of Lysippian 
style; it can not have belonged to the group by Leo- 
chares in the Philippeion, since that figure was simply 
standing ; and it corresponds in all respects to a natural 
idea of Euphranor’s statue. Even the proportions 
agree tolerably well with those said to have been used 
by Euphranor, though this matters little in a portrait. 
The artistic merit of the figure has been considerably 
overestimated by some critics: the head is better than 
the body, as would be expected from an artist who 
specialized in nobility and made no figures of athletes. 

Pliny says that Euphranor made a “woman in 
wonder and prayer” (mulierem admirantem et adoran- 

“Tt should be mentioned that a bronze statuette in the British 
Museum (Walters, Select Bronzes, pl. 60) has one foot raised and is 


identified as Alexander. But it is surely not copied directly from an 
original of the fourth century. 
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tem).** Praying persons of uncertain gender are as- 
cribed to Sthennis,** who belongs to the second half of 
the fourth century, but Euphranor is the only sculptor 
distinctly credited with a praying woman. The Greek 
attitude of prayer is well known to us and is unmis- 
takably exemplified in a feminine type preserved in at 
least eight copies.** Only one copy is believed to have 
its own head and that is a portrait, so we have no clue 
to the head of the Greek original. The weight rests on 
the left leg; the right foot is set to the side and, at least 
in some copies, rests only on the ball of the foot. 
Partly as a result of this the figure has a certain elas- 
ticity and alertness which contrast equally with the 
quiet grandeur of the fifth century and with the grace- 
ful ease of Praxiteles. It also helps to make the epi- 
thet “admirans”’ intelligible: the posture of the figure, 
if not known to be one of prayer, would probably be 
taken to indicate astonishment. The treatment of 
drapery is decidedly effective and in my judgment is 
altogether favorable to an attribution to the time of 
Euphranor: the lower part of the figure would suggest 
a period later than Euphranor at least as much as one 
earlier than he. There is truth in Hekler’s observation 
that “die ganze Figur wie gezeichnet erscheint,” which 
of course strengthens an attribution to a sculptor who 
was also a painter. The forms of the body are visible 
through the garment well enough to enable us to judge 
the proportions fairly well, and they agree with those 
said to have been used by Euphranor. This attribution, 
due to Hekler, has every probability in its favor. 

Here our account of Euphranor may close. Vari- 
ous scholars have published reconstructions of his 


UN El, OOINE (SO) 1VEEDY, 

* Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 90 (SQ 1347). 

“ Hekler, Rémische weibliche Gewandstatuen, pp. 134-137 and figs. 
5-7; Reinach, Répertoire, I 133, 5; 208, 2; 565, 4; II 654, 2; 655, 1; 
Helbig, Fiihrer®, I, p. 155, no. 241, where Amelung denies the attribution 
to Euphranor and assigns the type to the end of the fifth century. 
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work.*®® - None of them is convincing in regard to the 
unity of the groups of works which they include, to 
say nothing of the attribution of such groups to 
Euphranor. No thorough study of the affinities of 
the praying woman has yet been made: such a study 
might have solid results, especially if the head could be 
discovered. At present Euphranor is sadly intangible. 
There is no literary evidence that would lead us to 
expect any sort of connection between Lysippos and 
Skopas of Paros.*® Modern investigators, however, 
have found it difficult to distinguish the works of the 
two artists, and one can hardly deal with Lysippos be- 
fore forming some notion of the great Parian. To 
treat Skopas exhaustively would be to double the size 
of this book and is unnecessary for our purpose, since 
there is general agreement on the broad characteristics 
of his style and on several works which illustrate it. 
Born in the island of Paros, famous for its marble 
but not for its sculptors,®* Skopas studied with no emi- 
nent artist, so far as we are informed. An Aristandros 
of Paros,** however, collaborated with Polykleitos 
(one or the other) in a group dedicated at Amyklai 
after the battle of Aigospotamoi in 405; and another 
Parian, Aristandros son of Skopas,**® was active in 
Delos in the neighborhood of 100 B. C. In view of the 
frequent recurrence of names and professions in Greek 
families, it is usually and reasonably assumed that 
these four sculptors all belonged to one family and that 
*Furtwangler, Masterpieces, pp. 348 ff.; Amelung, in R. Arch., IV, 
1904, pp. 325-347; Six, in Jb. Arch. I., XXIV, 1909, pp. 7-27; Bieber, in 


Jb. Arch. I., XXV, 1910, pp. 159-173; Willers, Studien zur griechischen 
Kunst, pp. 93 ff. 

%° SO 1149-1189; Urlichs, Skopas’ Leben und Werke (1863) ; Colli- 
gnon, Scopas et Praxitcle (1907); Neugebauer, Studien tiber Skopas 
(1913) ; Berchmans, in Mélanges Holleaux (1913), pp. 17-41. 

The existence of an important school there has been suspected. 
Furtwangler assigned to it the sculptures of the temple of Zeus at 
Olympia, Schrader several of the maidens of the Acropolis. 

* Pausanias, III 18, 8 (SQ 942). * Loewy, 287-288. 
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the great Skopas was the son of the first Aristandros 
and doubtless his pupil. We can not guess under what 
influence the style of Aristandros was formed nor how 
old he was in 405. Skopas may have been born about 
420, the date which is given by Pliny for his floruit. 
The only sure date in his career is 352-351, when he 
worked on the sculptures of the Mausoleum. 
Pausanias tells us that Skopas was the architect of 
the temple of Athena Alea at Tegea in Arcadia.*° The 
old temple was burned in 395. It may be assumed that 
Pausanias, who evidently found the local authorities 
willing to answer his questions, would have given a 
date for the new temple if there had been any con- 
siderable delay in building it. On the other hand a 
thorough study of the remains of the temple has led 
the French scholars to suggest 360-330 as the period 
within which it was built.** Hook clamps are used 
(as they are, however, in the tholos at Delphi, which 
was probably built very early in the fourth century), 
and in many features the temple resembles the tholos 
at Epidauros. Clemmensen has noted also close re- 
semblances between the Tegea temple and the temple 
at Nemea,** and has concluded that Skopas is the archi- 
tect of the latter edifice also; he thinks that there can 
be no great difference in date, though the Tegea temple 
was probably built first. This conclusion, if sound, 
must render us still more reluctant to accept the tra- 
ditional date for the Tegea temple, because the temple 
at Nemea has always been regarded as later than any 
other Doric temple in Greece. One finds however that 
the Tegea temple is not so wide in proportion to its 
length, and that its columns are not so slender (though 
Clemmensen suggests that there may have been a mis- 
take in calculating the height of the columns at 


“VIII 45, 4-5. 


“Dugas, Berchmans, Clemmensen, Le Sanctuaire d’Aléa Athéna a 
Tégée, pp. 127 f. 


“ Clemmensen, in B.C.H., XLIX, 1925, pp. 1-12. 
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Tegea). These are two of the principal indications of 
a late date for the Nemea temple, and it seems possible 
that the similarities between the two buildings are the 
result of imitation rather than of common authorship, 
and that the temple at Nemea is considerably later. 
Yet no one, forming his opinion from the remains 
alone, would place the temple at Tegea as early as 390. 
From the other point of view, since Skopas was still 
active in 350 it is not likely that he was very famous in 
390; yet the construction of an important temple would 
certainly not be entrusted to a beginner. Still 360 
seems late, to say nothing of 330. 

In glancing over the catalogue of Skopas’s works 
one is struck by the variety in it. In the first place 
by the geographical variety: works by him are re- 
corded at Tegea and Gortys in Arcadia and also in 
the two Peloponnesian centers of sculpture, Argos and 
Sikyon; there were several in Attica and others in 
Megara and Thebes ; Samothrace, Chryse in the Troad, 
Ephesos, Knidos, and Halikarnassos were embellished 
by his talent; and the greatest of all his works, at least 
in size, seems to have been made for a temple of 
Poseidon in Bithynia. It is usual to assume that the 
home of Skopas, for such time as he had one, was 
Athens, and this is probably true: his works seem to 
have been more concentrated there than in any other 
place, and traces of his style are evident in Attic grave- 
steles. But his work at Tegea and at other places in 
the Peloponnesos was apparently earlier. 

More important than the variety in place is the 
variety in theme. He made a Herakles, a presumably 
nude male hero; a nude Apollo, an Ares, a Dionysos; 
Eros, Himeros, and Pothos; an Apollo in long robes; 
an Athena, an Artemis, a Hekate, two Furies, a Hes- 
tia, maidens carrying baskets; two Aphrodites, one of 
them nude, a frenzied Maenad; two groups of Askle- 
pios and Hygieia; a battle scene and a hunting scene 
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in the gables of the temple at Tegea, and a vast assem- 
blage of marine deities, besides his architectural sculp- 
tures at the Mausoleum and the Ephesian temple. So 
far as we know he never attempted to represent the 
majesty of Zeus or of Hera and he never made a 
statue of an athlete, but with these exceptions his range 
of subjects was as wide as the Greek traditions per- 
mitted. He apparently had no special fondness for 
any type or subject. Polykleitos was a specialist in 
athletes, Pheidias in Athenas, Praxiteles in feminine 
charm and youthful male figures, but one can not name 
the specialty of Skopas. The Hestia and the maidens 
carrying baskets would presumably be dignified figures 
of substantially fifth century type; so perhaps the 
Athena,*® the Hekate and the Artemis. The two 
Furies and the Maenad would be full of tempestuous 
passion and the nude Aphrodite, if not the other, 
would be primarily sensuous. The list of male figures 
shows a similarly wide range. 

Pausanias was much impressed by the temple at 
Tegea, as are modern students who can know it only 
in shattered fragments. All three orders were em- 
ployed in it and its decoration was rich. Obviously 
Skopas was an original and brilliant architect. Pau- 
sanias does not say that Skopas had anything to do 
with the sculptures of the temple; but since he was 
primarily a sculptor, and since the sculptures of the 
temple that have been found possess a very vigorous 
and individual style which surely recurs in some of 
the sculptures of the Mausoleum, it is not questioned 


*“ Furtwangler once (Masterpieces, pp. 305 f.) assigned the fascinat- 
ing Athena Rospigliosi to Skopas; later (Sitz. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., 1903, 
p. 445) he accepted the opinion of Amelung (Fiihrer durch Florenz, p. 
54; Ausonia, III, 1908, pp. 88 f.; he seems less confident in Helbig, 
Fiihrer®, no. 101) that it is to be attributed to Timotheos. Waldhauer 
seems to be the only other scholar who has studied the Rospigliosi type 
carefully, and he (J.H.S., XLIII, 1923, pp. 176-182) would date it about 
440; this is incredible. The originality of the conception readily suggests 
an attribution to Skopas, but the facial type disproves it. 
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that they are works of Skopas. Indeed they are the 
fundamental evidence on which our conception of his 
style is based. 

A head of Herakles (Plate 8, B),** two helmeted 
heads (Plate 8, A),*® and a fourth head*® are toler- 
ably well preserved. The head is not domed as in 
Praxitelean sculpture, but is flat on top. The bony 
structure of the face is emphasized. The head above 
the ears is broad in proportion to its height, but it 
narrows rapidly in the lower part of the face; the 
jaw is not broad, and it again narrows toward the 
chin. The chin is rectangular rather than curved, but 
it is not heavy or broad, when considered in compari- 
son with the upper part of the face. The outline 
of the face is a short oval, which by reason of the 
slight fleshy padding has almost the appearance of a 
triangle with a side uppermost and the opposite point 
somewhat truncated. This relative narrowness of the 
lower part of the face makes a decided contrast with 
the broad, fleshy jaw of the apoxyomenos of Lysippos. 
It ought to be noted that the fourth head from Tegea 
has a broad and fleshy jaw; but the preponderance of 
evidence shows that this not the usual Skopaic type. 

The eyes were treated in a way altogether unheard 
of, so far as we can judge, before the time of Skopas, 


“B.C.H., XXV, 1901, pls. VII-VIII, pp. 258 f.; Gardner, SGS, pl. 
51; De Ridder and Deonna, L’Art en Gréce, pl. 19; Dugas, Berchmans, 
Clemmensen, op. cit., pls. 99-100, pp. 87 f., no. 7. 


“One: Dugas, Berchmans, Clemmensen, op. cit., pl. 102, pp. 89 f., 
no. 9; Antike Denkmdaler, I, pl. 35; Reinach, Recueil, p. 114, pl. 147; 
Waldmann, Griechische Originale, fig. 128; Von Mach, University 
Prints, 469 at right; Collignon, Scopas et Praxitéle, fig. 4; Bulle, Der 
schéne Mensch’, pl. 211 at right; Brunn-Bruckmann, 44; Springer- 
Wolters”, fig. 610; Neugebauer, Studien iiber Skopas, pls. If and VIII; 
front view of restored cast in R. Arch., XX XVII, 1900, pl. XVII at left; 
profile view of restored cast in Encyclopaedia Britannica”, article Greek 
Art, pl. III, fig. 63. The second head: Dugas, Berchmans, Clemmensen, 
op. cit., pls. 99 and 101, pp. 88 f., no. 8. 

“Dugas, Berchmans, Clemmensen, op. cit., pl. 102, pp. 91 f., no. 17; 
Antike Denkmiler, I, pl. 35; Collignon, Scopas et Praxitéle, fig. 3; 
Brunn-Bruckmann, 44; Springer-Wolters™”, fig. 609; Neugebauer, op. cit., 
pl. Il; Von Mach, University Prints, 469 at left. 
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and constitute the most conspicuous feature of Skopaic 
style. They are set far back in their sockets and 
deeply overshadowed at their outer corners by heavy 
folds of flesh. The resulting expression is one of pas- 
sionate intensity. There are few works of art which 
express, so strongly and so distinctly as these heads, a 
definite character. They are as far as possible from 
the serenity and pondus of the art of the fifth century. 
They do not give an impression of intellect, of spiritual 
dignity, or even of strength; they are the realization 
in stone of passion in its broadest sense, of the blind 
will of Schopenhauer. 

The style of the Tegea heads has been recognized 
in a type of Herakles called the Genzano type, which 
is preserved in many heads.** The body that properly 
belongs with these heads is not definitely determined; 
but the Skopaic character of the heads is generally, 
though not quite unanimously, admitted. They differ 
a good deal among themselves, however; differences 
in the turn of the head are explained as due to the 
decorative use in corresponding pairs, but there are 
differences in style also; and authorities disagree on 
the boundaries of the list. Ashmole would withdraw 
from it a head in the Palazzo dei Conservatori, which 
had been regarded as one of the best examples, but is 
thought Praxitelean by Ashmole.** This appears to 
be an error: the head does differ somewhat from the 
others, but many of them show modifications of the 
Skopaic original in one way or another. On the other 
hand, it is certainly wrong to regard the Lansdowne 
Herakles as an example of the Genzano type. The 
original of the type had a head with good Skopaic eyes 
and wore an ivy wreath; it is doubtless right to identify 
it with a standing, beardless Herakles wearing a 


“ Graef, in Rom. Mitt., 1V, 1889, pp. 189-216; Preyss, text to Brunn- 
Bruckmann, 691-692. 


*® 7 H.S., XLII, 1922, pp. 242-244; Jones, Palazzo dei Conservatori, 
p. 90, no. 28, pl. 33. 
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wreath, which appears on Sikyonian coins, and to find 
in this figure the Herakles by Skopas which Pausanias 
saw in the gymnasium at Sikyon.*® 

A Maenad by Skopas is known from a rhetorical 
description by Kallistratos and also from two epi- 
grams.°° A figure in Dresden®’ was published by 
Treu as a copy of the work of Skopas and has been 
generally accepted, though classed as Hellenistic by 
Loewy”? and Herrmann. The identification is very 
plausible. The Dresden figure corresponds admirably 
to the description of Kallistratos and also with our 
evidence on the art of Skopas, both in general and in 
the morphology of the face. The maddened frenzy of 
the Maenad, expressed without restraint in both the 
face and the figure, is such as one would expect from 
the creator of the Tegea heads. The voluptuous figure 
is to be expected from a sculptor who was perhaps the 
first to represent Aphrodite nude; and it reminds us 
also, in its thorough exposure, of the Amazons on the 
frieze of the Mausoleum. The face, with the short, 
broad oval of its contour and its heavy brows, is fully 
Skopaic. In short, the identification deserves the ap- 
proval which it has received. 

The finds at Tegea include a female torso,°* which 
probably represents Atalanta. In this body the vo- 
luptuous type of the Maenad is absent; it is the virgin 
huntress who is represented. The drapery shows effec- 
tive use of light and shade. Unfortunately the head 
of Atalanta is lost; it seems certain that the female 
head which has been supposed to belong to it®* does 

“Tmhoof-Blumer and Gardner, op. cit., pl. H, 11; J.H.S., VI, p. 79. 


* Overbeck, SQ 1162-1164. 

* Treu, in Mélanges Perrot, pp. 312-324; Collignon, Scopas et Prazxi- 
téle, fig. 5; Gardner, Handbook, fig. 107; Gardner, SGS, pl. 52; Herr- 
mann, Verzeichnis, p. 35, no. 133. 

*° Ausomia, II, 1907, pp. 84-85. 

* Dugas, Berchmans, Clemmensen, op. cit., pls. 96, 97, 98, pp. 80-84, 
no. 1, with references. 

“For the head adjusted to the body see Gardner, Handbook, fig. 106. 
The head was stolen, but has been recovered and is now in the National 
Museum at Athens. 
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not belong to the gable group and is not Skopaic in 
style. 

It will be necessary to refer to Skopas frequently 
in the course of this book, and here it is intended only 
to mention a few works whose connection with him is 
fairly certain. The list which would be accepted by 
nearly all scholars is perhaps exhausted; but there is 
one other work which, though accepted as surely 
Skopaic by nobody, is in my judgment as nearly cer- 
tain as anything except the temple sculptures at Tegea. 
This is the Capitoline Aphrodite (Plate 9, C).°° 

We know that Skopas made a nude Aphrodite, that 
it was brought to Rome, and that some people con- 
sidered it more beautiful than the Knidian goddess of 
Praxiteles.°° This judgment is recorded by Pliny, but 
it is safe to say that he did not originate it. So far as 
literature is concerned, the fame of the masterpiece of 
Praxiteles threw all similar statues into complete ob- 
scurity, and we have no other mention of the statue 
by Skopas, but Pliny’s notice is enough to show that it 
was highly esteemed. In view of the popularity of 


there are half a dozen types more frequently copied 
than the Aphrodite of Knidos—and of the standing of 
Skopas, it is surely reasonable to expect that examples 
of the Skopaic type would remain. There are only 
three completely nude types of which many copies are 
preserved: they are the Capitoline, the Medici, and the 
nude anadoumene. (I omit the Aphrodite standing on 
one foot, which is assigned with probability to Poly- 
charmos, and the crouching Aphrodite, certainly by 
Doidalsas.) The third is usually thought to be later 
than the other two; besides, it would scarcely be de- 
scribed merely as a nude Aphrodite. 


* Helbig, Fiihrer’, I, pp. 447 f., no. 803, with citations; Bulle, Der 
schéne Mensch’, pl. 158; Klein, Praxiteles, pp. 276-278; Bernoulli, Aphro- 
dite, p. 224; Jones, Museo Capitolino, pp. 182 f., pl. 45; Dickins, Hellen- 
istic Sculpture, p. 25, fig. 18; Reinach, Recueil, pls. 186-187. 

* Pliny, N.H., XXXVI, 26 (Overbeck, SQ 1174). 
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The Capitoline and Medici types are very similar, 
but the differences are enough to make it certain that 
they are derived from two distinct originals. The 
goddess of the Capitol stands beside a vase on which 
her garment rests; she is conceived as entering the 
bath. In the Medici type (Plate 9, A) there is a dolphin 
and no garment; the goddess has just risen from the 
sea. The two motives have often been looked on as suc- 
cessive steps away from the Knidian Aphrodite (Plate 
9, B); but there is nothing in either type to show that 
the artist who created it ever saw or heard of the 
Knidian statue. This can not be stated too strongly. 
There was an ancient tradition that the goddess in per- 
son posed for Praxiteles, and the same belief seems to 
underlie the modern disposition to assume that all nude 
Aphrodites are ultimately derived from his work. The 
statues of Praxiteles are composed in graceful, flowing 
lines, and the outline of the body is kept unbroken so 
far as possible; the two other types are as far from 
Praxiteles as they could be. For the Capitoline type, at 
least, the dissimilarity is equally great in the head, 
whether we base our judgment on the head of the Capi- 
toline statue itself or on the much better copy in 
Munich.’ The sharp oval of the face is in decided con- 
trast to the long, graceful oval of Praxiteles. 

There is another difference between the Medici and 
Capitol types which goes far to establish the priority 
of the latter: the Capitol statue represents a mature 
woman, while the Medici type, as may be seen in the 
copies good enough to show it, represents a woman 
distinctly young. This is an innovation as striking as 

Wolters, Fiihrer (1922), p. 32, no. 479, with plate; published by 
Sieveking in Miinch. Jahrbuch, III, 1908, pp. 1-10. He recognizes the 
non-Praxitelean character of the statute. Pottier (Mon. Piot, XXIII, 
1918-19, pp. 45-61) believes that there was a statue of the general 
Capitol-Medici type even in the fifth century, but this seems improbable. 
Perhaps the most accurate copy of the head is in Geneva: Deonna, 
Cat. des Sculptures Antiques, p. 67, no. 77; R. Arch., XII, 1908, p. 164, 


fig. 11. A copy found at Leptis Magna, apparently corresponding closely 
to the Capitol statue: Illustrated London News, April 24, 1926, p. 752. 
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the nudity of the goddess, and suggests a trend of taste 
which belongs primarily, at least, to the Hellenistic 
period. The Medici type then is later than Praxiteles, 
as is universally thought. If the Capitol type were still 
later, it would be merely a combination of the Knidian 
and Medici types, lacking the piquant youthfulness of 
the latter, and would have no element of novelty to 
attract popular favor. On the other hand, if the Capi- 
toline type were created first, the dolphin and the 
youthfulness of the figure are just such modifications 
as would give independent popularity to the original 
of the Medici type. 

Sieveking, guided largely by the character of the 
head in Munich, has recognized that the Capitol type 
is derived from an original of the fourth century and 
has tentatively suggested Leochares and Skopas as 
possible authors. His chief reason for suggesting 
Skopas seems to be a slight resemblance to the head of 
the Aphrodite of Capua, which was ascribed to Skopas 
by Furtwangler. The resemblance is hardly convinc- 
ing; and making all allowances for the versatility of 
Skopas, it is extremely improbable that the Capua and 
Capitol types are derived from one man. A direct 
comparison of the Munich head, or the head of the 
Capitol statue itself, which is too much contemned, 
with the Skopaic heads found at Tegea reveals as much 
similarity as could be expected in view of the difference 
in subject. The Aphrodite of Skopas ought to be pre- 
served ; the Capitol type corresponds perfectly, in gen- 
eral character and in details so far as we can judge 
them, with a natural conception of the Skopaic work; 
and there is no other existing type in which it can be 
identified with any plausibility. 


CHAPTER iit 


Tue Lire or LysiIppros 


Born in Sikyon, Lysippos naturally fell heir to 
Sikyonian traditions, but whether he was actually a 
pupil of any older artist is doubtful. Our only infor- 
mation about his early life is given by Pliny, who tells 
us, on the authority of Douris of Samos, that Lysippos 
had no teacher and that he was at first a coppersmith.’ 
It is well established that Douris was an extremely un- 
reliable authority ;? indeed, his inveracity was recog- 
nized in antiquity.* Nevertheless, he was a younger 
contemporary of Lysippos, and would hardly invent 
without reason a story in conflict with facts that would 
be well known at the time he wrote; so we may safely 
conclude that Lysippos did not study with any artist of 
great eminence,* and doubtless he did cast bronze for a 
living till his reputation as sculptor was made. A 
young man beginning his career in such a way would 
naturally be less constrained by school traditions than 
one who had learned his art in the studio of a great 
master. 

There is much disagreement among modern au- 
thorities as to the chronology of Lysippos’s life. Col- 
lignon places his birth in the second quarter of the 
fourth century, and his period of production between 
350 and 300.° This is the prevailing opinion among 
archaeologists; but several respectable authorities be- 

*N. H., XXXIV 61; Appendix 1, 3. 
?Sellers, The Elder Pliny’s Chapters on the History of Art, pp. 
XLVI ff. 


? Plutarch, Perikles, 28. 

“Klein (Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, I, pp. 346 f.) conjectures that the 
younger Polykleitos was Lysippos’s master. His evidence is the Theban 
inscription (Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., 93) and Cicero, Brutus, 
86, 296. But the Theban inscriptions do not indicate collaboration and 
the passage in Cicero means little. Both points are discussed below. 

* Lysippe, p. 8. 
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lieve that his life was earlier, approximately 390-320.° 
The argument for this earlier dating is most fully set 
forth by Percy Gardner." 

Pliny, quoting from Douris in the passage already 
cited, mentions the encouragement that Lysippos re- 
ceived from a response of the painter Eupompos. 
Pliny does not say that the response was given to 
Lysippos, and it is possible that he means that Lysippos 
heard of such a saying by Eupompos. More probably, 
however, Douris concocted a story to connect the great 
sculptor with the great painter of Sikyon; there are 
many such stories, of which the tale of Cimabue and 
Giotto is perhaps best known.* In view of the fami- 
liarity of the type and of the unreliability of the au- 
thority quoted, it seems hardly worth while to inquire 
just how long Eupompos lived;—a point on which 
judgment must be formed from various bits of uncer- 
tain evidence on his successors.® It is not impossible 
that he was still alive when Lysippos was some ten 
years old, and that a conversation such as Pliny reports 
actually occurred. 

For his early date of the beginning of Lysippos’s 
career Gardner relies on the statue of Troilos. It is 
mentioned by Pausanias,’° and the dedicatory inscrip- 
tion, though not the artist’s signature, has been pre- 
served.’ Pausanias clearly says that Troilos won in 

*Winter, Jb. Arch. I., VII, 1892, p. 169; Milchhofer, Arch. Stud. H. 
Brunn, p. 66, note 2; Treu, Olympia, Ergebnisse, III, p. 211; Hyde, 
A.J.A., XI, 1907; p. 410, and OVM, pp. 300 f.; Maviglia, L’Attivita 
Artistica di Lisippo, p. 28; E. A. Gardner, Siw Greek Sculptors, p. 316; 
Poulsen, Delphi, pp. 291 f.; Robert, Pauly-Wissowa, article on Euty- 


chides. Waldhauer (Lisipp, p. 9) says that his activity extended over 
the whole second half of the century. 


*J.H.S., XXV, 1905, pp. 243-248. 

® Sellers, Pliny, p. XLVII. 

°For the chronology of various painters see Pfuh), Malerei und 
Zeichnung der Griechen, Il, pp. 729 ff 

VI 1, 4 (Appendix 1, 82). 

"Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., no. 94. Discussed by Furtwangler, 
Arch. Zeit., XXXVII, 1879, p. 145; Dittenberger and Purgold, Olympia, 
Ergebnisse, V, p. 290, no. 166. 
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372, and his words certainly imply that both victories 
were won then, though that is not an absolutely nec- 
essary conclusion. The inscription has usually been 
interpreted to mean that he won victories in successive 
Olympiads.” Dittenberger and Purgold say that the 
use of éqeEijs makes this certain. Percy Gardner thinks 
that épeEijs shows that both victories were won at one 
session of the games.*® 

The word seems to be perfectly intelligible, which- 
ever interpretation is adopted. He won an Olympic 
victory for the second time just after, or he won for 
the second time in the session of the Olympic games 
just after; éqeijc fits either interpretation. 

Pausanias tells us that Troilos’s first victory was 
in the biga race and his second in the chariot race for 
colts; the inscription has tmmous in both cases. This is 
surprisingly indefinite; but it becomes explicable if we 
assume that the order of the events would make it clear 
what two contests were meant. The horse-races were 
all held on one day; the quadriga with colts was intro- 
duced into the games next after the biga, according to 
Pausanias,** and it is at least very well possible that 
the order of introduction was followed to some extent 
in the actual games. If this is so the quadriga with © 
horses would be followed by the xéAys, which could not 
be referred to by ianots; and the biga with colts was 
not introduced till later. The biga and the quadriga 
with colts would then be the only two successive events 
that could be meant by taaoig. *° On the other hand, 
if two sessions of the games are referred to, we must 


“Collignon, Lysippe, p. 19; Preuner, Ein delphisches Weihgeschenk, 
p. 27; Klein, Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, II, p. 347; E. A. Gardner, Six 
Greek Sculptors, p. 216; Lippold, in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 30. 

BT HS. XXV, 1905, p. 245. Winter and Poulsen (Delphi, p. 291) 
give 372 as the date for both victories. 

ae ELD 

% For a discussion of available evidence on the order of events at 
Olympia, see Gardiner, Greek Athletic Sports and Festivals, pp. 195-200; 
Klee, Zur Geschichte der gymnischen Agone, pp. 22-26. 
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conclude that Troilos did not care to particularize as 
to his victories. 

The crux of the matter is the interpretation of 
wxijoat Odvumidda. Pausanias quotes an epigram of 
Simonides, which contains this expression: xat vix@ 
ave Ov’ “Odvumddac.’® Frazer translates: ‘am victor 
in two Olympiads.”’ The meaning “Olympic victory”’ is 
abundantly attested for "OAupmdc, however ; many ex- 
amples are cited by Liddell and Scott and Stephanus; 
so the expression could equally well mean “I win two 
Olympic victories in boxing.” Herodotus has several 
examples of dveAéotar ’OAvpmdda,** where the verb 
requires that "OAvymdda shall be a direct object. This 
usage is common, and is apparently closely analogous 
to vixijoat “OdAvuaidda, which ought to mean the same: 
to win an Olympic victory. Apparently, then, Troilos 
says “Zeus gave to me to win an Olympic victory the 
first time with prize-taking horses, and the second time 
just after with horses;” and both his victories were 
won in 372, as Pausanias implies. 

The date of a victory gives little more than a term- 
mus post quem in dating a statue. The most natural 
course was to erect it at once, but any circumstance 
might cause a postponement. For an accurate date 
of the Troilos statue we must consider also the ortho- 
graphy of the inscription. Gardner relates that he 
consulted Mr. Tod on the epigraphical indications, 
and that Mr. Tod thought the inscription should be 
dated between 400 and 360.** 

The most noticeable feature in it is the use of o for 
ov. As to this Roberts and Gardner write as follows :”° 
“The similar use of 0 forov lasted a little longer [than 
efor et |; but it almost disappears about 353 B.C., 
though also occasionally found in inscriptions of the 


NO 9! * VT 103. 
RUREES = XEXGV?,, 11905) p. 245: 
* Inscriptions of Attica, preface, p. XIII. 
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latter part of the fourth century, especially in proper 
names, in the article, and in the case terminations.” 
Larfeld says substantially the same,*° and cites ex- 
amples of such continued use for nearly every year 
down to 320. Now o for ov occurs only once in our 
inscription, and that is in a case ending. It follows 
that this feature does not force us to date the inscrip- 
tion before 360 or even before 353. 

Dating it by other characters is made difficult by 
the facts that the alphabet did not change much during 
the period in question and that the letters are obviously 
very carelessly made. Furtwangler’’ places the in- 
scription in the second half of the century and com- 
pares it’? with the inscription of the victor Philip,”* 
which is similarly engraved on a bronze plate and does 
not seem very different epigraphically. Dittenberger 
and Purgold date Philip’s inscription rather after than 
before 300. On the whole it seems that the most 
reasonable date for the Troilos inscription is about 
350. At any rate it is difficult to place it immediately 
after 372; and, if the statue was not set up at once, 
the length of the delay need not surprise us. Perhaps, 
as Loewy suggests,** the wording of the inscription 
may be taken to indicate a considerable interval be- 
tween the victory and the dedication: t6te is most natu- 
rally so understood. 

A block found at Thebes and now in the museum 
there*® contains epigrams for two statues of athletes, 
with the signatures of Polykleitos and Lysippos. The 
inscription belonging to the statue by Lysippos is frag- 
mentary, but we can discern that it was a statue of 


° Handbuch der griechischen Epigraphik, II, p. 462. 
™ Ath. Mitt., V, 1880, p. 30, note 2. 

™ Arch. Zett., XXXVII, 1879, p. 145. 

* Olympia, Ergebnisse, V, p. 302, no. 174. 

* Insch. griech. Bildh., p. 76. 


> Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., no. 93; I.G., VII, 2533; Kaibel, Eps- 
grammata Graeca, Praefatio, p. XIV, no. 492 b. 
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Koreidas, who won the pankration for boys in the 
Pythian games. Preuner has shown” that Koreidas 
could not have won before 342, since the contest was 
first held at Delphi in 346 and Koreidas was not the 
winner then.*7. Thebes was destroyed by Alexander 
in 335 and restored by Kassander in 316; so no statue 
was set up there between those dates. The statue of 
Koreidas, then, was dedicated either between 342 and 
335 or after 316. Perhaps we may go still farther: the 
Pythian festival in 338, within a few days of the battle 
of Chaironeia, probably had few competitors and espe- 
cially few from Thebes; and besides it is unlikely that 
many statues were dedicated in Thebes during the 
troubled period between 338 and 335. Thus the image 
of Koreidas, if earlier than 316, is probably to be dated 
342 or soon thereafter. 

It is agreed that the epigraphical character of the 
inscription indicates a later date than 335. It may be 
assumed, however, that the existing inscriptions are 
renewals, made when the old statues were set up again 
after the rebuilding of Thebes.** This hypothesis is 
suggested by the fact that the younger Polykleitos, 
according to the chronology commonly accepted, can 
not have been working after 316. It may derive some 
confirmation from the fact that Lysippos calls himself 
“Sikyonian,” as he does in no other signature. This 
seems more natural in a young artist; but no one will 
attach great weight to this consideration. It might 
further be argued that the two statues obviously have 
no connection with each other, and so could not have 
been set up together and must have been reérected; but 
this is not sound, because the block is not an ordinary 
statue-base, but an architectonic member, on which 


* Bonner Studien, p. 219. Cf. Klee, op. cit., p. 85, no. 97; he notes 
that the word devtegov, if restored in the inscription, may refer to the 
second occurrence of the contest. 

* Pausanias, X 7, 8; apparently the author was confused in V 8, 11. 

*So Furtwangler, Masterpieces, p. 224, note 2; Preuner, Ein del- 
phisches W eihgeschenk, p. 27; Pomtow, Jb. Arch. I., XXXII, 1917, p. 136. 
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statues of victors may have been set as they were 
made.*® The case for a renewal of the inscriptions, 
then, rests wholly on the assumption that no sculptor 
named Polykleitos was active after 316. As was seen 
in chapter I, this assumption is not quite safe; but 
the Koreidas may be provisionally dated 342. 

A few years later, probably, Lysippos made a 
statue that stood on the parapet around the “Old 
Fountain” at Corinth. The base with his signature is 
preserved.*® Very similar epigraphically is the signa- 
ture found at Thermon.** It is engraved on a block 
which was the facing for a basis. The width of the 
block is 0.745 m., and this was the width of the whole 
basis, since the sides of the block are dressed smooth. 
I looked without success for the top of the basis. The 
dedicatory inscription on the block can not be earlier 
than 280, because Herakleia was only then admitted to 
the Aitolian League, according to Pausanias,®*? and 
Paidias, named in the inscription, is known to belong 
to the middle of the third century. The sculptor’s 
signature, however, shows an earlier style of lettering, 
and Pomtow is justified in concluding that the statue 
or at least the base was used a second time. 

Powell dates the Corinthian signature about 325; 
Pomtow thinks that the other is twenty to thirty years 
earlier than the Theban inscription discussed above, 
which should mean about the same. The similarity of 
the Corinthian and Aitolian inscriptions suggests 
strongly that they belong to about the same time, but 
a date shortly before the death of Philip is more 
probable. The forms of the letters are at least as 

” So Brunn, Sitzb. Bayer, Akad. Wiss., 1880, p. 465. 
® Powell, in 4.J.A., VII, 1903, p. 30. 


** Sotiriadis, in 7Aoy. AcAv., I, 1915, pp. 55 £3 Rev. Et. Gr XXL 
1918, pp. 427-428; Pomtow, in Jb. Arch. I., XXXII, 1917, pp. 133-136. 
Novello (Atene e Roma, V, 1924, p. 263) wrongly denies this signature 
to the great Lysippos, thinking it contemporary with the dedicatory 
inscription. 
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favorable to this date as to a later one and the statues, 
apparently of no great importance, seem likely to 
belong to the youth of the artist. 

Fragments of a signature have been found at 
Pharsalos. They will be discussed at great length ina 
later chapter; here it will suffice to say that the statue 
was almost certainly made after 338 and probably not 
later than 334. It was probably at about the same time 
that a Thessalian athletic hero, Polydamas of Sko- 
toussa, was portrayed by Lysippos in a statue at 
Olympia.** Polydamas won a victory in 408, certainly 
before Lysippos was born. If it be assumed that the 
statue was set up by the people of Skotoussa, there is a 
terminus ante quem in 321, when Skotoussa was de- 
stroyed.** It is at least as likely, however, that the 
dedication was made by the same Thessalian prince 
who set up statues of the heroes of his own house at 
Pharsalos and at Delphi. At all events it is reasonable 
to assume that the two Thessalian commissions of 
Lysippos belong to the same period. 

We have a great deal of testimony on Lysippos’s 
connection with Alexander. Pliny says that he made 
many statues of the conqueror “a pueritia eius 
orsus.”*> We need not understand from this, however, 
that the series began earlier than about 340, when 
Alexander was sixteen. We have no record of any 
relations between Lysippos and Philip; so it is not 
probable that Lysippos was especially favored at the 
Macedonian court until Philip’s death, in 336. That 
monarch apparently preferred Euphranor and Leo- 
chares; each of them portrayed him and Alexander 
together.°° When Alexander ascended the throne, 


*8 Pausanias, VI 5, 1-7 (App. 1, 81) ; Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 


*So Bliimner ad Joc. and Preuner, Ein delphisches Weihgeschenk, 
p. 26. 
* XXXIV, 63 (App. 1, 3). 
* Pliny, N. H., XXXIV, 77; Pausanias, V 20, 10. 


66 EYSIPPOS 


however, Lysippos assumed the position of court sculp- 
tor. It is stated by many authors that no other sculptor 
was allowed to portray the king.*’ Perhaps this is not 
to be taken too literally, but it is clear that Lysippos 
was his chosen sculptor. Unfortunately only one of 
his royal commissions can be definitely dated: the great 
series of statues set up at Dion, in commemoration of 
the battle of the Granikos,** must have been made in 
334 or shortly thereafter, since this is the date of the 
battle. 

Among the most famous of Lysippos’s works were 
a Zeus and a Herakles, both colossal, at Tarentum.*®® 
These are the only works in Magna Graecia known. 
It is obvious that only an artist who had already 
achieved great success would have been summoned to 
make such important and expensive statues; besides, 
they must have taken a great deal of time, and it is 
improbable that Alexander would have released his 
favorite for so long a trip while he was himself in 
Greece. Now Alexander of Epeiros, uncle of Alex- 
ander the Great, went in 332 to assist the Tarentines 
against the Lucanians and Messapians. He was suc- 
cessful until his death in 326. It seems very probable 
that Lysippos went with him or to him after he fin- 
ished the Granikos monument.*® A. Reinach thinks that 
Lysippos could hardly have gone to Tarentum during 
Alexander’s life, and dates the trip 316-306.* There 
is no particular reason for his going at that time, how- 
ever; besides, the Tarentines had become estranged 
from Alexander before his death, and protégés of his 
house were probably not popular there later. 

Pausanias mentions a statue of a wrestler Cheilon, 
which he saw at Olympia.*? Cheilon fell in battle; and 

7 App. 1, 55, 58, 61-64, 69-70. *’ App. 1, 70-73. 
*° App. 1, 18-20, 40-45. 


“So Bendinelli (Miscellanea di Studi Sicelioti ed Italioti in onore di 
Paolo Orsi, pp. 303 f.). 


“ Neapolis, I, 1913, p. 28. | Viva onCAppola3s): 
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Pausanias remarks that he might have died either at 
Chaironeia, in 338, or in the Lamian war, in 322. 
Later he mentions that the guide at Patrai told him 
that Cheilon fought at Lamia;** that in fact he was 
the only Achaean to do so. Since the statue was set 
up after his death it must have been made after 322. 

Plutarch speaks of a bronze group, the lion-hunt 
of Alexander and Krateros, which was made by Ly- 
sippos and Leochares and dedicated at Delphi by 
Krateros.** The inscription belonging to the group 
has been found.*® From it we learn that the group, 
though vowed to Apollo by Krateros the general of 
Alexander, was set up by his son Krateros. Now the 
elder Krateros fell in 321, fighting as an ally of Antip- 
ater against Eumenes and Perdikkas. It is reason- 
able to assume that the monument was being made at 
the time of his death, but was not then completed. 
Apparently a number of years passed before it was 
actually set up; for the younger Krateros could not 
have been a year old at his father’s death, and the 
epigraphical character of the inscription seems to indi- 
cate a date fairly well along in the third century.*® 

Athenaios relates that Lysippos designed a special 
kind of jar for Kassander, when that general founded 
Kassandria.*‘ The chief export of the new city was 
wine, and Kassander realized the value of a container 
that would attract attention and be recognized every- 
where. This story is altogether credible in itself and 
does not seem reasonably explicable as an invention. 
Kassandria was established in 316, which is therefore 
our next date in the career of Lysippos. 

A lost inscription, known from a copy by Pietro 
Sabino,*® has been taken to indicate that Lysippos 
SA WALL TAS) (CaN al GHD). * Alexander, 40 (App. 1, 74). 

“ B.C.H., XXI, 1897, p. 599. 

“So Perdrizet, in J.H.S., XIX, 1899, pp. 274 f. (B.C.H., XXII, 1898, 
pp. 566 ff.) ; Poulsen (Delphi, p. 292) would date it about 320. 

“*XI 784 (App. 1, 5). 


“Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., no. 487. No. 477 is the same: see 
Loewy, in Jb. Arch. I., II, 1887, p. 72. 
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made a portrait of Seleukos Nikator after 306, when 
he took the title of king. The orthography shows that 
the inscription was not an original of the time of Ly- 
sippos ; presumably it was placed on a copy of his por- 
trait. In that case it would be very natural for the 
copyist to add the word Paotheds , if it was not present 
in the original inscription. This, then, is only another 
indication of Lysippos’s activity in the circle of Alex- 
ander, so far as the inscription is concerned; but we 
shall see later that the portrait was probably made soon 
after 306. 

An inscription found at Delphi contains a refer- 
ence to a decree to be inscribed on the base of the 
chariot of the Rhodian people.*® A large substructure 
was found, well suited to the support of a chariot 
group.°° The inscription on it is fragmentary, but 
indication-ef—Lystppos’s activity in the-cirele-of Alex— 
undoubtedly the chariot referred to in the other in- 
scription. 

Pliny mentions as an especially famous work of 
Lysippos a “‘quadriga cum sole Rhodiorum.’** This 
has naturally been understood to mean a quadriga at 
Rhodes; but that is perhaps not an absolutely neces- 
sary interpretation. Pomtow believes that the chariot 
stood on this base at Delphi.°® The inscription, in his 
judgment and that of Hiller von Gaertringen, can be 
dated about 300, though it would more naturally be 
placed later. Pomtow thinks that the group was dedi- 
cated soon after 304, when Demetrios Poliorketes 
raised his siege of Rhodes. 

That is a possible date for the quadriga of Lysip- 
pos, but there is nothing that makes it particularly 
probable. The Rhodians were prosperous all through 
the third century and may have set up many quad- 


*® B.C.H., XXXV, 1911, p. 462. ” BIGIH., XOX, 19M ps 457. 
 N.H., XXXIV, 63 (App. 1, 3); Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 8. 
2 Dittenberger, Sylloge®, I, p. 682, no. 441. 
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rigas. It is known that there was a famous chariot 
with the Sun in Rhodes itself, since Cassius Dio relates 
that Cassius, when he captured Rhodes, took away all 
the sacred things except the chariot of the Sun.** 
It is hard to doubt that this was the quadriga of 
Lysippos. The base at Delphi supported another 
chariot, not necessarily with the Sun, which the 
Rhodians dedicated some time in the third century.™* 

An inscription which has not yet been mentioned is 
in Megara (Plate 14, C) °° Ongapévys TyroEEévou 
avédynus. Avoutnos éxoter. This inscription is cut on two 
blocks, which apparently formed the top of a large 
basis. Pomtow tentatively suggests that it may be a 
renewal of about 250. The letters certainly look later 
than in any of the other signatures: the bars of the 
sigma are parallel and the ends of the strokes show 
perceptible thickening. In this respect however there is 
only a slight advance on the Leochares-Sthennis in- 
scription,°® in which, too, there is one sigma with 
parallel bars. The general appearance of the Megara 
inscription does not suggest a later date than is possible 
for Lysippos, but it must be dated very late in his life; 
probably after 300. Novello®’ dates it 304, I know not 
why. 

A fragmentary signature (Avout)was found at Lin- 
dos in Rhodes,’* but no facsimile or description of 
it has been published so far as I know. A study of 
the numerous artist’s signatures that were found at 
Lindos, if it is ever made, will probably make it possi- 
ble to date the statue of Lysippos with reasonable pre- 

= XLVII, 33, 4 (App. 1, 30). 


* So Bourguet, B.C.H., XXXV, 1911, p. 453, and R. Arch., VII, 1918, 
pp. 220 f.; Poulsen, Delphi, p. 293. 


* Loewy, in Ath. Mitt., X, 1885, pp. 145-150, with accurate facsimile; 
1.G., VII, no. 38; Michel, Recueil, no. 1063; cf. Pomtow, in Jb. Arch. 
I., XXXII, 1917, p. 136. 


® Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., no. 83. 
™ Atene e Roma, V, 1924, p. 263. 
* Bull. Dan. Acad., 1907, p. 24. 
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cision. I looked for the inscription at Lindos, but was 
unable to find it, and a letter of inquiry addressed to 
Mr. Maiuri went unanswered. 

Another signature, found at Corinth,°® was dated 
by Powell about 325, though he noted differences from 
the other Corinthian signature already mentioned, for 
example that the bars of the sigma are parallel. Ken- 
dall K. Smith®® believes that the inscription is not con- 
temporary with Lysippos, but is a renewal of the late 
third century, and this is probably right. The stone 
apparently belonged to the facing of some large basis. 
The cutting was probably made later when the stone 
was used for some other purpose. 

“Ein reizendes hellenistisches Epigramm der Basis 
einer Kinderstatue von einem Lysippos (vielleicht 
nicht dem bertithmten)” was found in Kos but has re- 
mained unpublished.** Through the very kind as- 
sistance of Mr. Zarraphtis, the veteran Koan scholar, 
I found the stone and made a copy and notes, both of 
which I thereafter lost. From memory and the 
squeeze, however, I can present the inscription as 
preserved: 


. QNEIMOIMIKOS TTS a 
.AITINOZSENTAISATPE...... 
DOITAQXANEAAEAY.... 
EITAASEAYXTTITOZMEOLE... 
TIMOZENOYEIMIYIOSITATP. 
.. AQITOYNOMATAYTONEX®. 


The letters given are all certain. The epsilon at 
the end of the fourth line is partly gone, but parts of © 
the vertical stroke and the lowest horizontal stroke 
remain. Since the inscription is not stoichedon, the 
number of missing letters is not quite definitely deter- 
minable, but the apparent number is shown by the 


9A J-A., NOL, 1903, p..29; no. 4.) 9)" AGA XOX I O1ON py 302s 
* Arch. Anz., XX, 1905, col. 11. 
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dots. As is indicated above, the letters are closer to- 
gether in the first two lines than in the last three, while 
in the third line they are more widely spaced than else- 
where. The letters have apices; the horizontal stroke 
of the alpha is unbroken; the bars of the sigma are 
parallel; the xi has no vertical stroke. 

Professor David M. Robinson has suggested the 
following as a possible reconstruction: 


"Ix)@v ef pow, pixds. Tis (6 yAdatys 
K)ai tivog el mais dtoe(mtoc; 

Loi yA@oav ga AéAv( oda. 

*Exhace Avoinnis pe 6 yé (av. 
Tuokévov eint vids aato(t 

Ka)A@t totvopa tabtov éyw(v. 


“Thou art to me an image, small one. Who the sculptor, 
and of whom art thou the immovable child? Allow thy tongue 
to be released.” —“The old man Lysippos fashioned me. I am 
the son of Timoxenos, having the same name as my noble 
father.” 


In the last three lines the restorations are of course 
certain except for yéomv, and that is hardly doubt- 
ful; the same term is applied to Lysippos in an epi- 
gram of the Anthology.®** These three lines make a 
tolerable elegiac distich and Professor Robinson has 
restored the first three lines as another. Here the dif- 
ficulties are greater. “It must be assumed that ptxdc 
(for wixedc) is used as a vocative, and one would 
naturally assume a loss of more than four letters at 
the end of the second line; but the wide spacing in the 
third line suggests that the workman may have realized 
that he was getting along too fast and have cut the 
second line short. At all events, I can not suggest a 
better restoration. 

The stone on which the inscription is cut is small, 
so the statue must have been decidedly smaller than 


° Anth. Pal., XVI (Plan. App. IV) 332 (App. 1, 77). 
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life. The inscription apparently belongs to the latter 
part of the third century, but there should be no doubt 
that the great Lysippos is meant. If the epigram as 
we have it was composed when the figure was made, as 
is probable, this would be a work of the master’s later 
years. One assumes that it belongs to the same gen- 
eral period as his works at Rhodes. 

A few other chronological indications may be 
noted. Lysippos is never mentioned as a contempo- 
rary or rival of Skopas or Praxiteles. Pausanias,® in 
speaking of his bronze Eros at Thespiai, says that 
Praxiteles had made his Eros previously. Thespiai 
was ina state of ruin from 372 to 338; perhaps not of 
complete ruin, but the probability is heavily against 
the dedication of important statues there during this 
period. The chronology of Praxiteles, as recently ex- 
amined,® indicates that his statue was made after 338 — 
rather than before 372, and Lysippos’s Eros was still 
later, though we can not tell how much later. Lysip- 
pos is mentioned as collaborating with only one 
sculptor, Leochares, whose activity certainly belonged 
chiefly to the second half of the century. Lysippos’s 
fellow favorite Apelles was certainly late: Pliny men- 
tions him in connection with Ptolemy and Antigonos, 
after they became kings.*° The same author gives 
Lysippos’s own “‘floruit”’ as 328-325.°° That is of no 
great value, as it is probably taken from Alexander’s 
date. Pliny also records a tradition that he made 1500 
statues.°7 The number is incredible, but the existence 
of such a tradition indicates great productiveness and 
hence a long life. The occurrence in two epigrams of 
the expression “Old Lysippos” has been noted. 

From all this evidence there is no indication of any 
work before 350; only one has been found that is 

1X1 27,53 (Appa il, 32). 
“ Bieber, in Jb. Arch. I., XXXVIII-XXXIX, 1923-24, pp. 272-275. 


*N.H., XXXV, 89-90. 
N.H., XX XLV) 51 CApp 1) 2); “ONL XEON, 37 (CAppa is 
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probably much before 340. On the other hand, one of 
his signatures seems to be rather after than before 300. 
Undoubtedly, then, the majority of scholars have been 
right in placing his birth in 375 at the earliest, and he 
probably lived nearly till 290. 

_ As to the course of his life in his later years we 
have little information. After his return from Taren- 
tum, in 326 or somewhat earlier, he may have rejoined 
Alexander in Asia; the features of a portrait of Alex- 
ander, which is attributed to him with great proba- 
bility, seem to be those of a man of thirty. In 320, 
however, he was in Greece again: the Krateros group 
and the statue of Cheilon belong to that period. Since 
he was associated with Krateros, the ally of Antipater, 
and with Kassander, the son of Antipater, it may be 
that he enjoyed special favor with that house. His 
pupil Chares, if not Lysippos himself, was engaged by 
the Rhodians to celebrate their victory over Kassan- 
der’s arch-enemy Demetrios. Apparently no feeling 
of loyalty to the great Alexander restrained the artist 
from seeking the favor of his bitterest enemy. There 
is a considerable time after 316 during which we lose 
sight of him; perhaps he was in Asia Minor and the 
islands, where he had hardly spent much time before, 
though he worked at some time in Rhodes, Myndos, 
Lampsakos, and Kos. The late signature at Megara 
indicates that his last years were spent in Greece. Pe- 
tronius relates that he died of hunger,** apparently as 
a result of his reluctance to leave the figure on which 
he was working; this probably deserves little credence. 
From the success of his sons and pupils we may infer 
that his own prestige did not decline as long as he 
lived. 


® Satirikon, 88 (App. 1, 10). 


CHAPTER IV 


LITERARY EVIDENCE ON LySsIPPIAN ART; 
THE APOXYOMENOS 


Our information on the characteristics of Lysip- 
pos’s sculpture is not extensive. Even when it is sup- 
plemented by detailed descriptions of certain works, 
the picture remains so incomplete that there exist 
wide differences of opinion as to the proper application 
of the term ‘“Lysippian” and as to the extant works 
that may be accepted as representative of his style. 
The literary evidence on the sculptor’s art may be 
analyzed in connection with the identification of one 
of his most famous works, the “apoxyomenos.” 

Pliny opens his list of Lysippos’s works with this 
statue. That is the only passage of any author in 
which it is mentioned, and the closest scrutiny will not 
extract much information from it. Its position at the 
head of Pliny’s list and the space that he devotes to it, 
as well as his tale of the favor that it enjoyed in Rome, 
indicate that it was regarded as a masterpiece. The 
story about Tiberius would suggest that the statue had 
some flavor of effeminacy or immaturity or both. 

A further hint may be drawn from the attribution 
to Lysippos’s son Daippos of a “perixyomenos.’”? An 
apoxyomenos is one who scrapes himself off; a peri- 
xyomenos is one who scrapes himself around. Any 
perixyomenos could be called an apoxyomenos, but not 
all apoxyomenoi would be perixyomenoi. aeoQvEvw is a 
rather rare word, and it appears that no form of it is 
applied to the use of a strigil except in the cases of 
Daippos’s statue and of another statue by Antignotos,? 
who belongs to the time of Augustus.* It seems prob- 


TINGE XOXO 62 (App. 1373) Shinya Nee OO aay 

* Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 86. s 

“So Robert, in Pauly-Wissowa, s.v.; Loewy’s doubts (Insch. griech. 
Bildh., no. 314) seem unnecessary. 
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able that the term was applied to Daippos’s statue espe- 
cially to distinguish it from the apoxyomenos of his 
father. The xeot-element, then, would have been notice- 
ably more prominent in the one statue than in the other. 

Lysippos was not the only Greek sculptor to win 
fame with an apoxyomenos. In addition to the peri- 
xyomenoi of Daippos and Antignotos, Polykleitos 
made an apoxyomenos’ and Daidalos of Sikyon made 
two.® Several types to which the name could be applied 
exist in extant remains of sculpture. An enumeration 
will be useful. 

A grave-relief found at Delphi’ obviously belongs 
to a period before 450. Then there are two bronze 
statuettes, identical in type,* which show a man stand- 
ing stiffly and cleaning the back of his right shoulder 
with the strigil, which is held in the right hand. 
Sieveking and Hyde? are inclined to identify this type 
as the creation of Polykleitos; but it seems too archaic. 
Brueckner has noted that a type of apoxyomenos ap- 
pears, almost identically, on two grave-steles of the 
fifth century ;*° he thinks that this may represent the 
statue of Polykleitos. The theory would not be im- 
probable if it were sure that any statue was imitated; 
but the steles are alike not only in the principal figure, 
but also, approximately, in the small attendant. One 
infers that both are imitated from a painting or— 
more probably—that one stele is copied from the other. 

The type best known by the ‘““Westmacott Athlete” 
of the British Museum” has been interpreted by some 

* Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 55. ° Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 76. 

™Forschungen in Ephesos, I, p. 197, fig. 146; Bulle, Der schéne 
Mensch’, pl. 265, p. 571; Poulsen, Delphi, p. a fig. 107; Waldmann, 
Griechische Originale, pl. 83; Hyde, OVM, p. 

® Sieveking, Bronzen d. Sammlung Loeb, pl. a pp. 27 f.; Babelon- 
Blanchet, Bronzes Antiques de la bibliothéque Nationale, p. 411, no. 934. 

°OVM, p. 136. 

77 Programm zum Winckelmannsfeste, Berlin, 1920, pp. 11 f., ills. 
on pp. 14-15. 


“Hyde, OVM, pp. 156 ff., with citations; a copy in Baltimore is 
mentioned by Robinson, Cl. Weekly, XVII, 1923, p. 61. 
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scholars as a youth scraping his forehead with the 
strigil, largely through comparison with a painting 
found at Pompeii.’ If this were really the motive of 
the original statue,’® the search for the apoxyomenos 
of Polykleitos might cease; for the Westmacott type 
is thoroughly Polykleitan, and its celebrity, as attested 
by the large number of copies and imitations, indicates 
that it proceeds from the master himself rather than 
from a pupil. The assumption of a prototype in sculp- 
ture for the Pompeian painting is supported by the 
presence, in the same room, of another painted apox- 
yomenos.'* The figures in the two paintings differ so 
much, in proportion and other respects, as to suggest 
that one or both followed an original of some sort. 
But the explanation more usually adopted for the 
Westmacott type—that the boy is placing a crown on 
his head—is supported by more and better analogies. 
It may be that a later sculptor used the same position 
for an apoxyomenos, or even that Polykleitos made 
two statues in which different motives were repre- 
sented in almost the same way; the lack of variety in 
his figures was noted in antiquity.° 
It is more probable, however, that the apoxyo- 

menos of Polykleitos was correctly identified by Furt- 
wangler, in a type which appears only on gems.*® It 
is said to occur on many gems, with no considerable 
variation. It is a reasonable inference that they are 
all imitations of a famous statue; and the type is 

2 Rom. Mitt., III, 1888, p. 199, fig. 1; Eq. ’Aox., 1890, fig. 4, oppo- 
site p. 207. 

"Cf. Klein, Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XIII, 1910, p. 139. 

“ Rom. Mitt., ITI, 1888, p. 200, fig. 2. 

* Cf. Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 56. 


* Furtwangler, Masterpieces, p. 262, fig. 109 (Meisterwerke, p. 471, 
fig. 79); Furtwangler, Die Antiken Gemmen, I, pl. XLIV, 18-19, II, p. 
212; Hartwig, in Jh. Oest. Arch. I., IV, 1901, p. 155, figs. 183 f. In Die 
Antiken Gemmen, loc. cit., Furtwangler notes that the youth is not 
scraping his arm but cleaning the strigil, and Klein (Jh. Oest. Arch. I., 
XIII, 1910, p. 139) interprets this as a withdrawal of his identification. 
But surely such a figure would be called an apoxyomenos. 
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exactly what one would expect an apoxyomenos by 
Polykleitos to be. The posture resembles that of the 
Doryphoros and the proportions are Polykleitan. This 
identification is very probable. 

A bronze statuette said to have been in Cortona 
represents a youth holding a strigil in the right hand, 
at about the level of the waist, while the left hand is 
placed on the left hip.’ The feet seem to have ap- 
proximately the same position as on the base at 
Corinth. The workmanship of the figure is apparently 
rude. A bronze statuette in the Bibliotheque Nationale 
is of Roman manufacture.** The legs below the 
thighs are lost, but it is apparent that the weight rested 
on the right leg. The head is turned to the right. 
The two hands are close together, in front of the left 
breast, and the right hand holds the strigil. In the 
Boston museum there is a bronze left arm (Plate 14, 
A), about half life-size, which has not previously been 
published. It was broken off a little above the elbow, 
which was bent at an obtuse angle. The hand holds a 
strigil; the little finger is next the blade. The anatomy 
is much emphasized, and seems clearly to indicate a 
Hellenistic origin. 

There are many grave-steles showing a youth with 
a strigil, presumably without any prototype in sculp- 
ture: e.g. nos. 829, 881, 888, 912, 2578 in the National 
Museum at Athens;?® no. 7 in the Metropolitan Mu- 
seum in New York;?° no. 3114 in the Salle Grecque 
in the Louvre;”? no. 29 in the museum at Chalkis.?? 
No. 1625 in the National Museum at Copenhagen 


™ Micali, Mon. Ined., XVII, 7; Reinach, Répertoire, II, 547, 3. I 
did not see the statuette in the museum at Cortona. 


*® Babelon-Blanchet, p. 411, no. 933. 

* Cf. Conze, Attische Grabreliefs, II, 2, pl. CCIII. 

* Richter, Handbook of the Classical Collection (1927), pp. 258 £., fig. 
81. 


* Collignon in Mon. Piot, XIX, 1911, pp. 151-159, pl. XII; Reinach, 
Rép. Rel., Il, 293, 2. 


™ Eg. ’Aox. , 1907, pl. II. 
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shows the strigil held against the head, by the right 
hand. In the smaller museum on the Acropolis there 
is a relief,”* belonging to about 300 B.C., which shows 
six apoxyomenoi in various positions. Though vase- 
paintings are not included in this enumeration, it 
may be worth while to mention one that shows six 
apoxyomenoi.”* 

Of another sculptural type” the most reliable ex- 
ample, probably, is in the Uffizi.2* The weight rests 
on the right leg; the other foot is equally advanced but 
set to the side and the heel is slightly raised. The left 
hand was near the left side at the level of the hip; the 
right arm crossed the body and the hands were not far 
apart. The hands and parts of the forearms, with the 
vase held by the hands, are new. The head looks 
down and to its left. This figure was discussed by 
Bloch in connection with a small statue in the Salle de 
Psyché of the Louvre.** From the remains of certain 
supports in the latter figure and from the position of 
its left hand he argues for a restoration as an athlete 
pouring oil from a lekythos into an aryballos. Furt- 
wangler denounced such a subject as unparalleled, 
unclassical, and absurd;** but Bloch’s reasoning is 
plausible so far as the figure in the Louvre is con- 
cerned. He was mistaken however in believing that 
it faithfully represented the type known by the Uffizi 
figure. In the first place the two statues differ con- 

* No. 3176; Walter, Die Reliefs im Kletnen Akropolismusewm, pp. 
195 f., no. 401; Reinach, Rép. Rel., I], 369, 1. There is a cast in the 
Dresden Albertinum. 

* Mon. Ant., XXII, 1913, pl. LXXXI. 

75 Best discussion of the type and its various examples: Forschungen 
in Ephesos, I, pp. 181-204 (Benndorf) ; Hyde, OV M, pp. 136-138. 

* Elenco, p. 25, no. 100, and ill.; Amelung, Fiihrer durch Florenz, no. 
25; Furtwangler, Masterpieces, pp. 261 ff.; Bulle, Der schone Mensch’, 
col. 116; Brunn-Bruckmann, no. 523; Hyde, OVM, pl. XII; without 
restorations, Forschungen in Ephesos, I, p. 193. The head, Rom. Mitt., 
VII, 1892, pl. III; Bulle, cols. 473, 476; Brunn-Bruckmann, no. 524. 

7 Rom. Mitt., VII, 1892, pp. 81-105; sketch of the proposed restora- 


tion on p. 86. 
*® Masterpieces, p. 261. 
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siderably: for example the free foot of the Louvre 
figure is set distinctly forward. In the second place, 
other examples of the Uffizi type show that it was 
certainly an apoxyomenos. The statue in the Louvre 
may be regarded as a copyist’s variation or, with 
greater probability, as derived from another work of 
the sculptor who created the Uffizi type. 

A marble statuette in Boston clearly belongs to the 
Uffizi type,”® though it differs considerably from the 
larger statue. The body is boyish and chubby, while 
the Uffizi statue represents a mature athlete. In the 
statuette the action is clear: the boy holds the strigil 
in his left hand and was cleaning it with his right. 
The same action is shown in a miserable bronze stat- 
uette found at Tréves;*° this probably represents the 
type under discussion. There is a copy in the Vati- 
can;*? a poor and fragmentary statue in the Municipal 
Antiquarium in Rome appears to be another ;** the 
same original is represented also on gems;** a head in 
the Hermitage is unmistakably a copy, and a very good 
one ;** a head in the Museo Torlonia is said to be a 
copy, though much worked over.*® A number of ter- 
racotta reliefs show the statue set up along with others 
between the columns of a gymnasium.*° In most of 
the reliefs the figure appears to be cleaning the strigil, 


* Caskey, Catalogue of Greek and Roman Sculpture, pp. 152 f., no. 
76; Hartwig, in Jh. Oest. Arch. I., 1V, 1901, pp. 151-159, pls. V-VI. 

* Forschungen in Ephesos, I, pp. 200 f. 

* Braccio Nuovo, 105; Amelung, Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., I, p. 119, pl. 
XVII. 

2 B. Com. Rom., XXXIX, 1911, pp. 99 ff.; Maviglia, L’Attivita Artis- 
tica di Listppo, p. 23. 

* Furtwangler, Masterpieces, pp. 261 f£.; Forschungen in Ephesos, I, 
p. 198. 

™ Kieseritzky, Catalogue of the Hermitage, p. 26, no. 65; good illus- 
tration in Forschungen in Ephesos, I, p. 199. 

* Visconti, Monumenti del Museo Torlonia, pl. XXII, no. 86; For- 
schungen in Ephesos, I, p. 199. 

* Kekulé, Die antiken Terrakotten, IV, pl. LXXXII, pp. 280 f., with 
references. 
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but in the Ny Carlsberg example*’ he is scraping the 
left arm. 

The most interesting statue in the list is the bronze, 
slightly larger than life-size, found at Ephesos and 
now in Vienna (Plates 10 and 11, B).°* A comparison 
with the Florence athlete shows various differences: 
apparently the bronze was a free Hellenistic imitation 
rather than an exact copy. The action in the statue as 
restored is different: the athlete is scraping his left 
forearm instead of cleaning the strigil. This difference 
affects the appearance very little and is doubtless to be 
explained as a happy modification by the Hellenistic 
artist.°° The face is rounder and softer than in the 
Uffizi statue, but there can be no doubt that the two 
represent a common original. 

This original is represented by an impressive list 
of copies, certainly.*° If a statue’s celebrity is to be 
judged by the imitations of it that remain, this was 
decidedly the most famous of all apoxyomenoi. -To 
judge from the literary testimony, the most famous of 
all apoxyomenoi was made by Lysippos. Mme. Ada 
Maviglia has combined the two lines of evidence and 
has suggested that the statue in the Uffizi and its fel- 
lows represent the true apoxyomenos of Lysippos.** 
‘Her thesis and arguments deserve careful considera- 
tion; but first a later type must be mentioned. 


* De anttke Kunstvaerker, p. 328, no. 141. 

* Forschungen in Ephesos, I, pp. 181 ff., frontispiece, pls. VI-IX; 
Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, pls. 60 and 208; Brunn-Bruckmann, 682-685 
(statue and head in comparison with the Antiquarium diskobolos) ; 
Springer-Wolters”, p. 319, fig. 592. For the position in which it was 
placed see Heberdey, Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XIX-XX, 1916-1919, pp. 247-252. 

*® The correctness of the restoration has been questioned by Benndorf 
(Forschungen in Ephesos, I, pp. 201 f.) and Sieveking (text to Brunn- 
Bruckmann, 682-685). 

* Several doubtful examples are discussed by Benndorf. The head 
mentioned by him (p. 199, note 3) as for sale in Rome is now in Brus- 
sels (Cumont, Cat. Mus. Royaurx, no. 5). Sieveking (l.c.) doubts its 
genuineness. Mme. Maviglia (L’Attivitad Artistica di Lisippo, pp. 23 f.) 
includes in her list the gems referred by Furtwangler to a Polykleitan 
original. 

“Op. cit. 
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The apoxyomenos long accepted as a copy after 
Lysippos is in the Braccio Nuovo of the Vatican (Plates 
12 and 13).*? A somewhat minute description of this 
famous statue will be in order. Part of the nose, the left 
ear, fingers of the right hand with the die, and parts of 
the toes are restored. The weight rests on the left leg, 
while the right foot is set back and a considerable dis- 
tance to the side. The right arm is stretched forward 
almost straight from the shoulder; the left elbow is 
bent at approximately a right angle and the hand holds 
a strigil, scraping the lower side of the right arm just 
above the elbow. 

The rich musculature of the body is more easily 
seen than described; but we may note the triangular 
depression between the muscles at the waist and the 
distinct division between the muscles in the calf of the 
right leg at bottom.** The roundness of the shoulders, 
the rich modelling of the back, and the very deep 
groove along the spine are noticeable. The navel is 
shallow, with a crescent-shaped line above it. The 
pubic hair occupies a very small area, of roughly 


“Reinach, Répertoire, II, 546, 2; Amelung, Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., I, 
pp. 86 ff., no. 67, pl. XI; Helbig, Fithrer, no. 23; Brunn-Bruckmann, 
281 and (the head) 487; Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, pls. 62 and (the 
head) 213; details in pls. 106, 110, 111, 196; bronzed cast on pedestal in 
text, col. 117, fig. 22; Von Mach, University Prints, 235; Monuments 
Rayet, IV, pl. 3, with text by Collignon; Collignon, Lysippe, figs. 5 and 
(the head) 6; Furtwangler-Urlichs*, pl. 34; Friederichs-Wolters, 1264; 
Hyde, OVM, pl. 29; Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 1 and (the head) fig. 2. 
For the statue’s correspondence with literary evidence on Lysippian art, 
Braun’s article (Annali dell’ Instituto, XXII, 1850, pp. 223-251) is still 
good. Loewy’s little book, Lysipp und seine Stellung in der griechischen 
Plastik, is chiefly valuable for its treatment of the apoxyomenos as 
representing a certain stage in the development of art. Schick (Neue 
Jahrbiicher, XX XIII, 1914, pp. 18 ff.) has good notes along the same line, 
together with acute morphological observations. Michaelis (J.H.S., IV, 
1883, pp. 335 ff.) treats certain proportions as compared with those of 
other statues. The principal discussions of the apoxyomenos since the 
discovery of the Agias are those of Amelung (Rom. Mitt., XX, 1905, 
pp. 136-155), Koepp (Neue Jahrbiicher, XXIII, 1909, pp. 480-486), and 
Percy Gardner (J.H.S., XXV, 1905, pp. 234 ff.). Waldhauer (Lisipp, 
pp. 17-21) gives a very elaborate and interesting analysis of the figure. 

eee two points are stressed by Gardner, in J.H.S., XXV, 1905, 
p. : 
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semicircular shape. The hands and feet are very 
carefully made, with much attention to their anatomy. 
The feet are long and rather flat. The fingers of the 
antique left hand are rather fleshy. Veins are visible 
in the backs of the hands and elsewhere. The neck is 
rather thick than slender; the larynx is marked off 
by grooves above and below it. 

The restless hair, though an important Lysippian 
characteristic, hardly lends itself to description. The 
crown of the hair is set low in the back. The unre- 
stored right ear is rather long and narrow; the inner 
cartilage is broad; the lobe has a distinctly different 
curve from the rest of the ear. The hair closely 
approaches the outer corners of the eyes. The face as 
a whole is broad, almost round. The dolichocephalous 
form should be noted. 

The forehead is divided by a horizontal groove; the 
part above this groove is set farther back than the part 
below it, which includes more than half the space 
above the eyes. The eyes are small, not only in pro- 
portion to the face in general but also to the eye-sock- 
ets. They are set deep under the brows and are 
further shaded by the upper lids, which are much 
thicker than the lower lids. The eyes are not widely 
opened** and the surface of the eyeball shows prac- 
tically no vertical curvature. The two lids are similarly 
curved. There is an especially deep hollow outside of 
and below the outer corner of the eye. The eyes are 
set in close to the narrow nose, which is very little 
broader at the base than at the bridge.*® The upper 
lip, though not thin, is very little modelled; the central 
depression and the red border are hardly marked at 
all. The border of the lower lip is well marked, in a 


“Waldhauer (Lisipp, p. 19) regards the furrowed forehead and 
“squinting” eye as indicative of muscular tension caused by nervousness 
and fatigue. 

*“Tt is somewhat restored, but not enough to invalidate this obser- 
vation. 
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roughly rectangular form. There is a deep hollow 
between the lower lip and the chin, which is broad, 
solid, and rather long. 

Apparently we have no other copy from the orig- 
inal of this type. The announcement that two statu- 
ettes of the type were found at Kyme* seems to have 
been a mistake; at all events no such statuettes are now 
known.** A torso in the magazine of the National 
Museum at Athens (Plate 21, B)** had arms starting 
from the shoulders as in the Vatican statue, and the 
head was turned to the figure’s right; but the weight 
rested on the right leg, so the general rhythm was alto- 
gether different. One can not be sure that it was an 
apoxyomenos at all. There is no sign of a support for 
the left arm nor of any other support. The body is 
slender and the musculature dry and hard, resembling 
the “Jason” more than the Vatican apoxyomenos. This 
appearance may be due partly to the poor workman- 
ship of the copy. 

We may now consider the theory of Mme. Maviglia. 

In the beginning she accepts the views of Percy 
Gardner in regard to Lysippian chronology.*® These 
we have found to be wrong. She observes also that 
the Vatican apoxyomenos shows a knowledge of anat- 
omy impossible in the time of Lysippos.°° Here also 
she follows Gardner,°* who cites Lange as though 
Lange were an Alexandrian anatomist; but we have no 
such exact knowledge of the progress of anatomical 
science as would justify a positive statement on the 
matter. 


“AJ.A., VI, 1890, p. 551, with citations. 

“* See Mendel, Cat. Imp. Mus. Ottomans, III, pp. 20-21, no. 818. 

* Kohler, in Ath. Mitt., II, 1877, pp. 57 f. and pl. 1V; Einzelaufnah- 
men, no. 722; Reinach, Répertoire, II 819, 1. 

“” Op. cit., p. 28. 

Sele OGuICHE: 

gee XXV, 1905, pp. 236 ff. So Fowler, History of Sculpture, 
Dp. ; 
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These points are only incidental to Mme. Maviglia, 
however. She bases her repudiation of the Vatican 
apoxyomenos on two pieces of literary evidence. Pliny 
says that Lysippos modified the proportions used by 
older artists ;°* but the Vatican apoxyomenos shows an 
entirely new system of proportions; hence it can not 
reproduce the work of Lysippos. Furthermore, Ly- 
sippos is represented as declaring himself the pupil of 
the Doryphoros of Polykleitos;°* this shows con- 
clusively that he did not depart radically from Poly- 
kleitan usage, and confirms the testimony of Pliny that 
he only modified the old proportions. 

I have not seen much discussion of this thesis,™* 
but it does not seem that any one without a theory to 
prove would interpret the evidence as Mme. Maviglia 
does. Polykleitos was recognized as a great artist, 
perhaps particularly as a great formal artist and tech- 
nician, and the Doryphoros seems to have been made 
as an example of his methods and principles; it would 
naturally be studied by all young sculptors, especially 
by those of the Peloponnesian schools. In exactly the 
same way young painters of the present day may 
profitably study the frescoes of the Brancacci chapel, 
though they do not purpose painting exactly in the 
manner of Masaccio. There is no reason for suppos- 
ing that Lysippos meant any more than that, if he 
called himself a pupil of the Doryphoros. 

As for the passage in Pliny, surely the natural 
and reasonable interpretation is that Lysippos made 
important changes in the system of proportions. Why 
would the matter have been mentioned at all, if Lysip- 
pos had “adopted the Polykleitan canon in his funda- 

™ N.H., XXXIV 65 (App. 1, 3). 

* Cicero, Brutus, 86, 296 (App. 1, 6). 

* Reinach’s review (R. Arch., XXIV, 1914, pp. 157 f.) is non-com- 
mittal, Urlichs’s (Wo. Kl. Ph., XXXIV, 1917, 145-149) unfavorable. 
The review in Lit. Zent., LX VII, 1916, p. 1023, is only a summary. 


Philippart (Rev. belge de phil. et d’hist., III, 1924, pp. 3-15) is the only 
convert known to me. 


LITERARY EVIDENCE 85 


mental scheme and brought to it only slight modifica- 
tions’ ?°> The successors of Polykleitos were eminent 
artists; it is highly probable that many of them made 
slight modifications. Could the chief contribution to 
art of so eminent a sculptor as Lysippos consist in 
slight modifications of the old canon? If they were 
considered so important, we should hear a great deal 
of the artist that did introduce the new system; but we 
must assume that he is mentioned only among the 
many pupils of the great masters. These arguments 
against the Lysippian character of the Vatican 
apoxyomenos are not convincing. 

Passing then to a consideration of the Uffizi type, 
Mme. Maviglia observes that according to Pliny the 
work of Lysippos was famous, and that the Uffizi 
apoxyomenos is shown by the number of its replicas to 
have been famous.*® There can be no doubt of that; 
and the lack of replicas of the Vatican type is disturb- 
ing. The explanation probably is that the statue is 
very difficult to copy in marble.*’ The sculptor of the 
copy preserved, who was no mean workman, thought 
it necessary to use a support for the outstretched arm, 
which must have marred the effect greatly. Thus, 
while the abundance of replicas of the Uffizi type 
proves its celebrity and to that extent supports its 
claim to Lysippian authorship, the lack of copies of the 
Vatican type does not indicate the contrary for it. 

Mme. Maviglia finds that the Uffizi type repre- 
sents the canon of Polykleitos with slight modifica- 
tions.°* It is certainly much closer to Polykleitos than 
is the Vatican type;°® rather too close for a natural 

© Maviglia, op. cit., p. 17. * Op. cit., p. 19. 

So Von Mach, Handbook of Greek and Roman Sculpture, p. 245. 
Reinach (R. Arch., XX, 1924, p. 239) ingeniously suggests that during 
the great popularity of the statue Tiberius may have forbidden the mak- 
ing of copies. 

IOP Cte Deco: 

" Bloch discusses the proportions, Rém. Mitt., VII, 1892, pp. 102 f. 
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interpretation of the passage in Pliny. Yet in one re- 
spect it differs decidedly from the Doryphoros, where 
the Vatican type is in accord with it: that is, in the 
shape of the head. Mme. Maviglia explains this®® by 
a passage®’ in which it is implied, as she thinks, that 
Lysippos made heads as Myron did. A glance at the 
passage in its context shows that the author was dis- 
cussing methods of teaching, not art; he says that 
Lysippos taught by his own work, not that of others. 
Any other three artists would have done as well, for 
the author’s purpose, as those actually named. 

An obvious objection to the attribution of the 
Uffizi type to Lysippos is the fact that it has generally 
been dated near the beginning of the fourth century. 
Bloch,” Furtwangler,** and Amelung™ are substanti- 
ally in agreement on this point, and Kalkmann®™ said 
it was much earlier than the Hermes of Praxiteles. 
Bulle,** however, seems inclined to bring it nearly to 
350, and Benndorf®’ places it about 360. Mme. 
Maviglia®® herself brings it down only to 350, which 
would be at the very beginning of Lysippos’s career. 
All the commentators have noted the resemblance be- 
tween the Uffizi athlete, the Munich oil-pourer and the 
diskobolos of Naukydes. Both of these statues have 
usually been ascribed to the fifth century. Obviously 
the consensus of opinion, founded of course on con- 
siderations of style, as to the date of the Uffizi type, 
is not favorable to its attribution to Lysippos. 

Lysippos seems to have expressed a good deal of 
spirit and emotion in his figures. He adequately por- 
trayed the arrogant majesty of Alexander, the pathos 
of the weary Herakles, and the fiery spirit of a free 
horse. The Vatican apoxyomenos is not lacking in 

i Opmcite apo: * Auctor ad Herennium, IV 6 (App. 1, 8). 
= Rom. Mitt., VII, 1892, p. 103. “ Masterpieces, pp. 260 ff. 

“ Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., I, p. 120. % Arch. Anz., VI, 1891, p. 140. 

® Der schone Mensch’, col. 113. ™ Forschungen in Ephesos, I, p. 192. 
“Opctt ips 20: 
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expression. It is not expression of a profound or 
vigorous sort; but the face does give an impression 
of gentle meditation, very different from the serenity 
of the art of the fifth century. It is this earlier man- 
ner that appears in the Uffizi athlete, and reenforces 
the other evidence which indicates that it belongs to 
a period distinctly earlier than that of Lysippos. 
~—.To this course of reasoning some reply can be 
made. We know nothing of the date at which the 
apoxyomenos of Lysippos was made, nor is there any 
reason to think that it was an especially typical or 
representative work of the master. The distinctive 
style of Lysippos was not formed at his birth. Daida- 
los was active after 369; have we any right to assume 
a great difference between a late work of his and an 
early one by Lysippos? Daidalos was the leading 
Sikyonian sculptor of his time, whose influence—even 
for a time after his death—the young Lysippos could 
hardly escape. 

But if the Uffizi type represents an early work of 
Lysippos, it ought to be possible to trace a develop- 
ment in style between it and later Lysippian works: 
the Vatican apoxyomenos, which is unanimously 
agreed to belong to the school of Lysippos if not to the 
master himself, and at least two other works which 
will be mentioned in the next chapter. But such a de- 
velopment can not be traced: at least I have observed 
nothing, except perhaps a head in Cassel,®® which could 
be regarded as illustrating it. The near relatives of 
the Uffizi type are not later than it, but earlier; it is 
the work of a sculptor who looked backward. 

I said at the beginning that we should expect to 
find the apoxyomenos of Lysippos effeminate or imma- 
ture or both. The Boston statuette does look imma- 
ture, but no other representative of that type does; 
and the statuette is clearly not an exact copy. The 


” Bieber, Die ant. Skulpt. u. Bronzen in Cassel, no. 27. 
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Uffizi statue has not the slightest appearance of im- 
maturity or of effeminacy. The body of the Vatican 
statue, on the other hand, has along with its highly 
developed muscularity a slenderness and grace that 
would make the story about Tiberius explicable. The 
expression also is suitable. 

With regard to the Uffizi apoxyomenos a definite 
conclusion is possible: it is not the work of Lysippos. 
It is opposed to all the evidence both for Lysippos in 
general and for his apoxyomenos in particular. Its 
style is too early for the time of Lysippos; its propor- 
tions are not those that can reasonably be attributed 
to Lysippos; its serenity of countenance is not to be 
expected from Lysippos. It has not the effeminacy 
or the immaturity that Lysippos’s apoxyomenos must 
have had. 

Hauser attributes this type to Daidalos of Sikyon, 
and believes that the Ephesos bronze is the original.” 
He notes that Daidalos is credited by Pliny with two 
apoxyomenoi, that there appear to be two slightly 
divergent types of this work, and that an inscription 
of Daidalos was found at Ephesos. It hardly seems 
probable, however, that an artist would make two 
statues so nearly alike; it is much more likely that the 
variation in the Ephesos bronze is due to the Hellenis- 
tic adaptor. Furthermore, most commentators had 
considered the type Attic, and it bears a considerable 
resemblance to the Hermes of Praxiteles.” 

To this Hauser replies that we do not know how 
far the schools kept themselves distinct in the first 
half of the fourth century. In fact the schools of 
cities, as distinct from the followers of individual 
artists, are sufficiently hard to distinguish at any time, 
and it may be agreed that the Attic affinities of the 

Th. Oest. Arch. I., V, 1902, pp. 214-216. Michaelis seems to ap- 
prove ‘ Springer-Michaelis®, p. 259). So Fowler (Fowler and Wheeler, 


p. 
™ See especially Forschungen in Ephesos, I, p. 191. 
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Uffizi type constitute no impediment to an attribution 
to Daidalos. The type was very probably created in 
his lifetime and if his work is preserved at all it is 
certainly in this series of statues. Its resemblance to 
the diskobolos of Naukydes has been noted (see Plate 
11), but it is surely somewhat later; the development 
from the one statue to the other is just what one would 
expect between Naukydes and Daidalos. On the whole 
the attribution to Daidalos seems extremely probable, 
but the Ephesos bronze can not be accepted as the origi- 
nal: first because it is not good enough for an artist 
of the standing of Daidalos, and second because its 
defects—softness, weakness, lack of definition—are 
those characteristic of the Hellenistic age.” 

The Vatican type is, or at least in the present state 
of our knowledge appears to be, the creation of an 
independent and unconstrained genius. The Uffizi type 
follows closely the apoxyomenos of Polykleitos, and 
the Cortona bronze, although its proportions look 
Lysippian and the position of the feet is the only one 
known positively to have been used by Lysippos, is 
apparently derived from an unimpressive and unorigi- 
nal work, which would not be notable among the works 
of Lysippos; that is, if it had any prototype at all. 
The left arm in Boston clearly belongs to a Hellenistic 
statue. The great work in the Vatican evidently has 
a very much better claim to Lysippian authorship than 
any other statue recognizable as an apoxyomenos. 

It has the stage of artistic development, the pro- 
portions, and the tinge of effeminacy that are to be 
expected in the statue by Lysippos. The vivid render- 
ing of the hair, the small head, the extreme delicacy 


@ Sieveking (text to Brunn-Bruckmann, 682-685) thinks it an orig- 
inal; Lippold (Kopien und Umbildungen, pp. 126 f.) a copy. Dickins 
(Hellenistic Sculpture, p. 34) says that the statue “belongs to a later 
development of the Scopaic school.” Here as elsewhere in his book 
Dickins evidently set down impressions which would have been com- 
pletely revised if he had lived to complete his study. 
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of execution—these characteristics, in addition to 
those previously mentioned, are ascribed to Lysippos, 
and all appear in the apoxyomenos of the Vatican as 
well as could be expected in a copy. There is, how- 
ever, one adjective in Pliny that seems inappropriate. 
Lysippos made corpora graciliora siccioraque—bodies 
slimmer and drier. Slimmer and more firm or healthy, 
it could be translated; but that could hardly mean any- 
thing in the field of Greek sculpture. Now the body 
of the apoxyomenos is slim, but how can it be called 
dry? It is usual to assume that it was called drier 
than earlier statues such as the Uffizi apoxyomenos. 
But even in contrast to them the Vatican statue is not 
dry; it is anything but dry; with its soft and richly 
modelled flesh it is dry only in contrast to a body actu- 
ally fat. The kind of body meant by Pliny is easily 
recognized once it is seen, in several figures reckoned 
contemporary with the apoxyomenos or a little later: 
notably the “Jason” and the seated Hermes at Naples. 
This discrepancy must be noted, but it is not serious. 
It is not necessary to assume that Lysippos made all 
his bodies dry. 

There is only one consideration that militates 
against an unqualified acceptance of the statue as rep- 
resenting the work of Lysippos. That is the attribu- 
tion of a perixyomenos to Daippos. It can not be 
denied that the Vatican type, in contrast to statues 
following the old Polykleitan scheme more or less, 
might very naturally be called a perixyomenos. 
Furthermore, we learn that Euthykrates did not imitate 
the refinement of his father, and that he used “an 
austere rather than a lighter style of execution.” 
This statement is apparently designed to distinguish 
Euthykrates from the other sons of Lysippos, whose 
works then would be characterized by refinement and 
not by austerity; and certainly the Vatican apoxyom- 


* Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 66 (App. 1, 3). 
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enos is neither austere nor lacking in refinement. 
Daippos’s statue was apparently well esteemed, since 
Pliny selected it as the one work to represent the sculp- 
tor in his list." 

The confidence with which the apoxyomenos has 
been assigned to Lysippos is in these circumstances 
amazing, since there never was any valid reason for 
choosing the father rather than the son. We shall 
find such a reason in the close resemblance between the 
apoxyomenos and a few other works which can not be 
given to the relatively obscure Daippos, but these 
works have not hitherto been assigned to Lysippos 
with anything like unanimity. At this point it can 
only be said that the attribution to Lysippos would be 
greatly strengthened by the discovery of some other 
type for Daippos. Perhaps an imitation of his statue 
may be recognized in the Pompeii painting which has 
been mentioned on page-+04=note-t3~ The figure in 
the painting is slim and rather like the “Jason” than 
like the Vatican apoxyomenos; its assumed prototype 
could well belong to the period of Daippos. The youth 
holds the strigil in his left hand and scrapes his back, 
drawing the strigil around the right side toward the 
front. This position is one of the very few that might 
suggest the name perixyomenos in contrast to the 
apoxyomenos of the Vatican . 


™ N.H., XXXIV 87. 
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CHAPTER V 


Tue SIGNED BASES; THE POLYDAMAS BASE; THE 
HERAKLES EPITRAPEZIOS; THE Eros 


It seemed best to begin the study of works attribu- 
ted to Lysippos with the apoxyomenos, partly because 
of the prominence it has always had in the study of 
Lysippos, partly because of its interest as a work of 
art, and partly because, being well preserved and easily 
accessible in reproduction, it offered a good oppor- 
tunity for the interpretation of the evidence given by 
ancient authors. There are several extant monuments, 
however, which can be connected with Lysippos in a 
more direct and unquestionable way. 

I have spoken already of an inscription on a base 
found at Corinth.t The leaded fastenings for the feet 
of the statue are still in position in their cuttings on 
the top of the base, and it is possible clearly to under- 
stand the position of the feet.” The left foot pointed 
almost straight to the front; the right foot was set at 
some distance to the side—the cuttings are 33 cm. apart 
at the point of nearest approach—a little in front, and 
turned outward; the back end of the cutting is 20 cm. 
from the side of the base, the front end only 14 cm. 
The weight evidently rested on the left foot. This 
position appears in the Cortona bronze mentioned in 
the preceding chapter and in the Dresden oil-pourer, 
whose resemblance to the Uffizi apoxyomenos has 
often been noted, and of course in many other figures. 
It can not be assumed that Lysippos was especially 
fond of it. 

In Chapter III there was mentioned a base at 
Thebes which bears the signatures of Lysippos and 
Polykleitos. This base is now in the museum at 


* Chapter III. 
2A drawing of the base: A.J.A., VII, 1903, p. 31. 
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Thebes, and the cuttings for the fastenings of the feet 
can be studied. They are shown clearly in the draw- 
ing (Plate 14, B), for which I am indebted to the kind- 
ness of Miss Dorothy Burr; the drawing itself was 
made by Mr. R. Stillwell. The Lysippian statue was evi- 
dently turned almost straight to the spectator’s left. 
The print of one foot, probably the right, is turned 
slightly to the front and has the usual form. Farther 
to the spectator’s left is an oval hole with a smaller 
square hole within it, which must have served for the 
fastening of some object on which the left foot was 
placed. The statue evidently did not represent Ko- 
reidas actually engaged in the contest, since in the 
pankration there would be nothing on which a foot 
could be placed. The motive of the statue is probably 
to be inferred from the epigram, in which the athlete’s 
washing is mentioned. The left foot was set on a rock 
or a vase and the athlete was washing his leg. The 
posture was approximately the same as in the Rond- 
anini Alexander, as restored. The statue by Poly- 
kleitos stood at rest, facing the front; the two figures 
must have been somewhat incongruous, and this in- 
creases the probability that they did not stand on this 
base originally. On the other hand, it should be noted 
that the figure by Lysippos was well suited to its posi- 
tion at the right end of a row of statues. (The right 
end of the block is smoothly dressed, while the other 
end has an anathyrosis. ) 

A signature in Megara was mentioned in chapter 
III; the base to which it belongs merits description 
here. The two inscribed blocks, now in the court of 
the schoolhouse at Megara, have almost identical di- 
mensions: 1.27 m. long, 0.29 m. high, 0.80 m. deep. 
The two blocks were fastened together by a hook 
clamp, for which the cutting is visible in both blocks. 
The stone with the beginning of the inscription was at 
the left end of the basis, since the left end of it is 
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smoothly dressed; but the right end of the other block 
(Plate 14, C) is not so dressed and in it there is a clamp- 
cutting, so it is evident that at some period, at any rate, 
there was another block beyond it. The stones are 
smoothly dressed on the back. 

Near the right end of the first block, 0.08 m. from 
the end and 0.375 m. from the front of the block there 
is a square hole 0.07 m. deep and 0.285 m. square. 
Near the right end of the second block there is a similar 
hole, 0.11 m. from the end and 0.16 m. from the front, 
0.32 m. wide and 0.275 m. from front to back. In 
this instance however the hole is occupied by a marble 
piece, which is 0.29 m. by 0.253 m. at the bottom and 
seems to taper slightly; its present height is 0.345 m. 
There is a small smooth surface on the top, but this is 
probably due to weathering and not original. Around 
this inserted piece the hole is filled with lead. On the 
left vertical face of the piece there is a rectangular 
vertical cutting, 0.085 m. wide and 0.04 m. deep; its visi- 
ble height is 0.29 m. and above that the piece is broken. 
On the surface of the main block a shallow channel, 
0.085 m. long, leads to the right to a cutting 0.075 m. 
wide and 0.045 m. from front to back, which is partly 
filled with some stony or cement-like substance. This 
hole is 0.38 m. from the back of the block, and the 
channel begins 0.44 m. from the left end. There is a 
smooth border at the right end of the second block and 
along the front and back for a distance of 0.80 m. from 
the end, where it becomes imperceptible. At the left 
of this point the surface of the block is smoother than 
at the right of it, though the difference is slight and 
no sharp line of division can be detected. A line 
drawn across the block from front to back at the place 
where the border becomes imperceptible, however, 
would cross the shallow channel which has been men- 
tioned. This suggests that the channel is a pour-chan- 
nel leading to a dowel hole, and that another block was 
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above the existing one at this place. The first block 
shows a somewhat similar treatment of the surface; 
but here it is the right end which is smoother, to a line 
0.34 m. from the edge, while the remainder, except for 
a smooth border, is rougher than any part of the sur- 
face of the second block. 

The correct interpretation of all these indications 
is far from obvious, but it is clear that no statue, 
bronze or marble, stood directly on the surface of these 
two blocks. It looks as if two figures stood at a higher 
level, separated by a space 0.81 m. wide, in which the 
existing blocks were uncovered. At about the middle 
of this space was the piece which was inserted in the 
large square hole in the first block, perhaps supporting 
some object between the two figures. The existing 
piece inserted in the second block would serve in some 
way for the support of the figure near it or for some 
attribute held by that figure. Loewy found a number 
of blocks which appeared to belong to the lower courses 
of this same basis,* and if he had made his examina- 
tion under more favorable conditions he might have 
been able to clear up the matter. These other blocks 
are not in the court of the schoolhouse at Megara, but 
they may possibly exist. 

There is, however, one point about this basis which 
we may hope to settle: that is its connection with the 
Zeus and Muses by Lysippos which Pausanias saw in 
Megara.* It was suggested by Loewy and more con- 
fidently by Pomtow® that our basis belonged to that 
group. The study of the base hardly confirms the as- 
sumption, but until the base is better understood its 
evidence can not be decisive. 

Pausanias begins his description of Megara with 
the fountain of Theagenes.* After mentioning a few 

* Ath. Mitt., X, 1885, p. 147. *1 43, 6 (App. 1, 23). 
* Jb. Arch. I., XXXII, 1917, p. 136. 
*T 40; for its situation see Ath. Mitt. XXV, 1900, pl. VII. On 


Megara cf. Highbarger, The History and Civilization of Ancient Megara, 
1927, especially chapter I. 
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objects he comes to the Olympieion, of which traces 
have been found “near the north-west foot of the 
eastern hill,”’ and then ascends this hill. Coming 
down the northern side® he first comes to the tomb of 
Alkmene, “near the Olympieion” ; then the local guide 
led him to “a place which he alleged was named Rhus,” 
where the water from the mountain above the city once 
flowed; it is evident that Rhus did not immediately ad- 
join the tomb of Alkmene. Several places in close suc- 
cession after Rhus are then visited, and from the last 
of them he “descends” to the shrine of Pandion. Then 
he ascends the western acropolis Alkathoos.® So far he 
has apparently been in the northern part of the town 
and has traversed all of it. Rhus must be in the 
northern region, since the mountains are on the north. 

Having reached the summit of Alkathoos’® he be- 
gins the descent’ and visits the Prytaneion,”? then a 
number of sanctuaries including the temple with the 
statues by Lysippos,’* then the agora.’* Thence he 
“descends’”*® and soon reaches the “old gymnasium 
near the gate” through which, evidently, the traveller 
immediately proceeds to Nisaia. This then is at the 
south edge of town; inscriptions also indicate this as 
the site of the old gymnasium.’® The agora from 
which Pausanias descended would be somewhere on 
the south slope of the saddle connecting the two hills. 

Thus, though only a few of the places mentioned 
by the periegete can be definitely located, his general 
route is pretty clear. The statues by Lysippos were 
certainly in the southern half of the town. But the 
signed base was found at the northern foot of the 
eastern hill; it must have been close to the Olympieion 
and tomb of Alkmene. It is out of the question that 
the numerous blocks of a large basis should have been 


Frazer, Pausanias, vol. II, p. 524. ST 41, 
*T 42 ao AD 4s AZ 6: 
eel AS tae SIL eR (6, * 1 43, 8. 
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moved together far from their original situation, so it 
is certain that the base does not belong to the group 
described by Pausanias. 

There is another base which undoubtedly supported 
a work of Lysippos: his statue of the famous athlete 
Polydamas."* No evidence remains as to the position 
of the statue; but the reliefs on the base, described by 
Pausanias,’* have been found at Olympia. There is 
no actual proof that Lysippos had anything to do with 
these sculptures; but it is eminently probable that he 
would have charge of everything connected with the 
statue, and that the sculptures of the base were made 
by his pupils and under his supervision; probably the 
master himself modelled the groups in clay. 

The sculptures’? are badly damaged, but we can 
still determine the subjects and something of the style. 
Polydamas’s struggle with the lion was represented in 
at least two episodes: in one he is wrestling with the 
beast, while in the other the struggle is nearly or quite 
finished. The figures are slender; the postures are 
free and vigorous. 

The best preserved scene shows Polydamas’s ex- 
ploit before Dareios. The king, seated on his throne, 
looks on while his champions are dispatched by the 
Greek; the ladies of the harem are also present. It is 
interesting to compare this relief with the sculpture of 
the Praxitelean base at Mantineia,”° which it resembles 
more or less both in subject and in composition. In 
the Polydamas relief the figures are perceptibly more 
slender, as would be expected in a Lysippian work. 


™ See Chapter III for date. Lippold, in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 29. 

Sil Seol=saiCAppy la Sl): 

* Olympia, Ergebnisse, III, pp. 209-211, pl. LV, 1-3; Frazer, Pau- 
sanias, vol. IV, p. 18. 

For arguments against the connection of this base with the great 
Praxiteles, see Vollgraff’s article (B.C.H., XXXII, 1908, pp. 236-258) 
and citations there. His conclusions do not seem to me to be substan- 
tiated. They are accepted by Dickins (B.S.A., XXI, p. 7). Cf. Jb. 
Arch, I., XXXVII-XXXIX, 1923-1924, p. 273 (Bieber). 
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There is also a notable lack of the charming serenity 
and repose of the Mantineian group; this is apparent 
in a comparison of the similarly seated figures of 
Apollo and Dareios. The ladies of the harem, too, are 
much livelier than the Muses; though that is hardly a 
fair comparison. This spirit of unrest is perceptible 
in the drapery also. In comparison with the garment 
of Apollo, rendered in broad, harmonious lines remi- 
niscent of the Parthenon frieze, the robe of Dareios 
appears almost sensational with its many small folds 
at the top and its large, obtrusive folds at the bottom. 
It would be most interesting to see how the drapery 
was arranged on the upper parts of the feminine fig- 
ures, but unfortunately those parts are almost entirely 
destroyed. In the lower parts, however, something of 
the same difference can be seen: the folds are smaller 
and less regular than in the Mantineia relief, even 
where the more restless position does not require it. 

Of the few works of Lysippos that are described 
by ancient authors in such detail that copies of them 
would be easily recognizable, only one seems to exist 
in extant sculpture: the Herakles Epitrapezios.”* It 
is described by Martial’? and by Statius.** It was a 
small bronze, less than a foot high, in the possession of 
Novius Vindex. The hero was seated on a rock over 
which the lion-skin was placed. In his left hand he 
held a club, in his right hand a cup. His gaze was di- 
rected upward. On the base appeared the name of 
Lysippos. Statius gives a somewhat bizarre history 
for the statuette, which, to say the least, could hardly 
have rested on sure evidence. 

The line in which Martial mentions the inscription 
demands some consideration. All manuscripts give 


Lysippum lego, Phidiae putavi. 


* Fullest discussion by Weiszacker, Jb. Arch. I., 1V, 1889, pp. 105-112. 
Another article by Picard, R. Arch., XVII, 1911, pp. 257-270. 

 Epigrammata, 1X, 43 & 44 (App. 1, 45 & 46). 

*® Silvae, IV, 6 (App. 1, 47). See Vollmer’s Statius, pp. 473-483. Cf. 
Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 15. 
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Sometimes the first word appears as “Lisippum,” 
sometimes as “Lysippi,”’ which is ‘“Lysippum” ab- 
breviated in the ordinary way. In this line the metre 
_is satisfactory and so is the sense: ‘I read (the name) 
Lysippus; I thought it was (the work) of Phidias.’ 
But Aldus and apparently all later editors read 


Avoinnov lego, Phidiae putavi. 


I have found no discussion of this emendation, but the 
theory is obvious: Avoinanov was written “Lysippu” 
and that was changed to “Lysippum”’ by a scribe who 
supposed that the sign of abbreviation had been 
omitted through negligence. It might have happened 
so, but a satisfactory reading preserved in all manu- 
scripts is not to be discarded merely because it might 
have arisen from another reading. This principle ap- 
plies with special force to Martial, where the manu- 
scripts have been shown to go back to two editions of 
the classical period. (Unfortunately no manuscripts 
of the third and best family have this epigram. ) 

Aldus probably had an idea that in artists’ signa- 
tures the name usually appeared in the genitive. Mod- 
ern editors presumably know better. An inscription 
containing Avotanov would not be a signature, but a 
label; and a statuette bearing such a label would in all 
probability be a copy, though it is not impossible that an 
unsigned original might be so inscribed by an owner. 
Vindex thought that he had the original, and we 
should not question his belief without a better reason 
than can be drawn from the possibility of emending 
Martial.** 

We are dealing then with a signed work of Lysip- 
pos,”° and with one that enjoyed popular favor, as is 


* Professor Tenney Frank kindly called my attention to the textual 
problem. 

Tn spite of the general neglect of the Herakles, few scholars have 
definitely questioned its connection with Lysippos. Murray (History of 
Greek Sculpture, II, p. 350) rejects the whole story on the ground that 
Alexander would not ask Lysippos to make an ornament for the table. 
Lippold, in Pauly-Wissowa, apparently attaches too much importance 
to the differences between the various copies. 
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proved by the number of copies that remain. The con- 
nection between them and the work of Lysippos, which 
has recently been questioned,”® is not open to doubt. 
The copies represent a statuette of the size required, 
though they naturally differ somewhat in size among 
themselves. No other statuette of Herakles was 
famous. The statuette belonged approximately, at 
least, to the time of Lysippos; it had a club in the left 
hand and the head was raised slightly. Martial’s 
description does not require that the Herakles look 
straight up. The right hand, with the cup, is not pre- 
served in any copy; but the coin of Amastris, to be 
mentioned presently, is adorned with a figure resem- 
bling the copies so closely that it must be reckoned with 
them, and this figure has a cup in the right hand. The 
correspondence is therefore complete. 

The copies may be enumerated as follows :77 

1. Marble statuette in Louvre, from Smyrna; height 38 
cm.; Gaz. Arch., X, 1885, pl. 8, 1; Reinach, Répertoire, 
EY (223832: 

2. Marble statuette in Louvre, from Gabii; height c. 35 
cm.; Gaz. Arch., X, 1885, pl. 8, 2; Reinach, Répertoire, 
II 228, 5; Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 13. With restora- 
tions: Reinach, op. cit., III 73, 6. 

3. Bronze statuette in Constantinople, height 5 cm.; 
Olympia, Ergebnisse, II1, p. 236; Reinach, Répertoire, 
In 7353. 

4. Marble statuette in British Museum, no. 1725, height 
50 cm.; Museum Marbles, X, pl. 41, 3; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, I 466, 3. 

5. Cast from a lost statuette in Ecole des Beaux-Arts, 
height 46 cm.; Gaz. Arch., X, 1885, pl. 7; Reinach, 
Répertoire, | 469, 3; Maviglia, L’ Attivita Artistica di 
Lisippo, fig. 15; Springer-Wolters!2, p. 364, fig. 684; 
Collignon, Sculpture Grecque, II, p. 425, fig. 221. 
Drawing perhaps from the original: Mélanges d’ Arch. 
et d’Hist., XV, 1895, pp. 183 ff. 


* Deonna in Arethusa, III, 1926, pp. 107-110. He publishes a bronze 
statuette of the sixteenth century, which apparently is a free imitation 
of some copy of the Epitrapezios type. 

7 The list is mostly copied from Weiszacker. 
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6. Marble statuette once in Rome, height 40 cm.; Amer- 
ican Art Review, Il, p. 54; Reinach, Répertoire, III 73, 
1; mentioned in Matz-Duhn, no. 125. 

7. Limestone statuette in British Museum, no. 1726, 
height 50 cm.; J. H. S., III, pl. 25; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, II 227, 3. Signed by Diogenes. 

8. Bronze statuette in Jagsthausen, height (without lower 
part) 14 cm.; Jb. Arch. I., IV, 1889, pl. 3; Reinach, 
Répertoire, 11 227, 1. 

9. Bronze statuette in Museo Archeologico, Florence, 
height 42 cm.; Galleria di Firenze, Ser. IV, vol. III, pl. 
107; Reinach, Répertoire, I 474, 6. 

10. Cast in Dresden from lost original; mentioned by 
Treu, in Olympia, Ergebnisse, III, p. 236. Here plates 
15 and 16. 

11. Fragmentary marble statuette found at Delos; men- 
tioned by Picard in R. Arch., XVII, 1911, p. 269. 

12. Bronze statuette in Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum, 
no. 1205; Von Sacken, Die antiken Bronzen, pl. 
XXXVII, 3 and p. 101; Weiszacker, p. 110, excludes 
it from the list. 

13. Marble figure in the Hermitage; Waldhauer, Lisipp, p. 

S2,hie. 2128 

Coin of Amastris, time of Caracalla; Waddington-Babelon- 
Reinach, Recueil des Monnaies Grecques d’Asie M1- 
neure, p. 53, pl. XXI, 3; Mionnet, Description de 
Medailles Antiques, Supplement IV, 563, 86, pl. XII. 


No. 10 is here illustrated for the first time (Plates 
15 and 16), by the courtesy of the Director of the Dres- 
den Albertinum. The cast was made by Raphael Mengs. 
The right hand, which holds apples, was undoubtedly 
new in the figure from which the cast was made; also, 
probably, the right arm, the upper part of the long club, 
and the left forearm. The head shows a groove in the 
hair where a wreath or fillet must have been worn. A 
restorer would hardly add such a feature independent- 
ly; but he might, and probably did, make a small copy 
of some antique head of Herakles. Apparently some 
pieces have been found and added to no. 11 since Picard 


*This figure is known to me only from Waldhauer, who does not 
tell the size or restorations. The head is obviously modern. 
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wrote. When I saw it in 1923 it lacked the head, both 
arms, the left foot, and the right leg from the thigh. 

Of these copies nos. 1-4, 11, and 10 so far as 
probably antique have almost exactly the same posi- 
tion, which may be regarded as the original one: the 
right foot pressed back against the rock, the left foot 
advanced a little, the club held almost upright at the 
left. Nos. 5 and 6 deviate from this position only in 
that the club is more nearly horizontal. It is naturally 
uncertain how much of the figure from which no. 5 
was cast was antique; the arms at least appear to be 
new, according to Ravaisson. No. 12 resembles nos. 
5 and 6 in the position of the club and has the feet re- 
versed. Nos. 7 and 8 are freer imitations; while there 
is a reasonable doubt whether no. 9, which is much 
restored, should be included in the list at all.2® A free 
imitation was found in Rome.?* The marble statuette 
found at Olympia is of quite distinct type.*° A bronze 
statuette found at Pompeii is also of a different type.** 
It corresponds very well to the descriptions of Martial 
and Statius; but since it has no such array of replicas 
as the other type, and is considerably larger than the 
work of Lysippos (height 75 cm.) it need not occupy 
us in this connection. Among the numerous large 
seated figures of Herakles there is one that resembles 
the Epitrapezios so closely that it may have been 
imitated directly from it.*? 

Numbers 5 and 10 are very similar in the represen- 
tation of anatomy; the musculature is rich and treated 
with considerable detail. Nos. 2 and 4 show virtually 
the same style, and one concludes that it is copied faith- 
fully from the original figure by Lysippos. In no. 1 
the flesh is much drier and less anatomical detail is 

*® Weiszacker, p. 110, argues for its inclusion. 

72 Not. Sc., 1889, p. 245; Reinach, Répertoire, III 248, 9. 

” Olympia, Ergebnisse, II], pl. LIX, 1; Reinach, Répertoire, III, 73, 7. 
= Nobis, L902 ips 573: 

® Gauckler, Musée de Cherchel, p. 127, no. 4, and pl. XI. 
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shown. No. 11 is so poor that no evidence can be de- 
rived from it, and the testimony of the less exact copies 
—7, 8, 9, 12—is also valueless for the study of details. 
I have not examined no. 3 or no. 6; the former is so 
small that it can hardly be faithful in minutiae. Nos. 
2 and 5 show distinctly the triangular opening between 
the muscles at the waist which has figured in discus- 
sions of the apoxyomenos. Nos. 1 and 10 do not have 
it, while I found it difficult to be sure about no. 4. In 
small figures the copyists would be especially likely to 
omit such a detail, and it is altogether probable that it 
was present in the original. In the feet no. 2 is con- 
spicuously unlike the apoxyomenos; so is no. 10, where, 
however, the feet may not be original; no. 4 is fairly 
close to the apoxyomenos in this point. 

No. 4 is said to have a head of the same type as the 
Herakles Farnese, but this is true only in a very gen- 
eral sense: the head of the statuette wore a wreath and 
fillet. There is a groove in the forehead and the right 
eye, despite its small scale, can be seen to resemble the 
eyes of the apoxyomenos. (The left eye is rubbed.) 
The ear is not like that of the apoxyomenos; the details 
of the hair can not be made out. The head of no. 5 
resembles that of no. 4 pretty closely, and I assume 
therefore that it was antique in the figure from which 
the cast was made. This is probably not true of no. 
10; at any rate this head bears little resemblance to the 
other two. The head is unlike the other two, and con- 
trary to our descriptions of the Lysippian original, in 
its position: it does not look upward. Nos. 1, 2, 6, 
and 11 are headless. 

In the battles among the champions of the Vatican 
apoxyomenos, the Uffizi apoxyomenos, and the Agias, 
little attention has been given to the Herakles Epi- 
trapezios; yet it is the only work of Lysippos that can 
be identified with certainty on external evidence. It is 
true that statuettes are prone to be carelessly made and 
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unreliable in details, but it has proved possible to gain 
a fairly precise idea of the original by a study of the 
various copies. The artist of the Herakles could very 
well have made the apoxyomenos of the Braccio 
Nuovo, while he could hardly have made the original 
of the Uffizi type or an original from which the Agias 
was closely copied. Those two works show a different 
and earlier conception of the human body. 

A word should be said as to the purpose of the 
statuette. It has generally been assumed that it was 
simply a table-piece: ‘“Herakles on the Table.” Picard 
cites several passages of Hesychios in which the word 
émitoaméCiog is used in connection with aétaimos ;** 
and adétoto. are well accredited Phoenician deities. 
Ordinarily, it seems, they were placed in ships for good 
luck;*4 a adtamos émtoanéCiog would presumably be 
placed on the table for a similar reason, and a Herakles 
Epitrapezios would be such a figure Hellenized. 

All this is plausible. Probably this was the source 
of the name for the statue, and probably it was made 
in 332, at the time of Alexander’s Phoenician cam- 
paign.*°> It would be just after the Granikos monu- 
ment, and just before the trip to Tarentum. We need 
not follow Picard, however, in believing that the statu- 
ette represented in any definite sense the Tyrian 
Herakles or Melkarth.*® 

Of all the works that have been attributed to Lysip- 
pos because of their resemblance to the apoxyomenos, 
none is more interesting than the Eros with the bow. 
This most charming figure was apparently, in anti- 
quity, decidedly the most popular representation of 
the adolescent Eros. Thanks to the fact that the bow 
serves as a support for the outstretched arms and 
makes a copy in marble fairly easy, we have a large 
number of replicas. Klein listed twenty-nine examples, 


3 R. Arch., XVII, 1911, p. 261. * Herodotos, III, 37. 
* So Picard, p. 265. “Picardy pao. 
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including variants, besides six replicas of the head 
alone and reliefs and gems.** As several replicas 
have been found since Klein wrote, I am presenting a 
complete list, retaining Klein’s numbers for those in 
his enumeration: 


i: 


10. 
Ut 
12. 
tS: 


14. 


DESO ee aa 


Capitoline Museum, Gabinetto di Venere; Jones, Museo 
Capitolino, p. 87, no. 5, pl. 18; Reinach, Répertoire, 
I 352, 7; Helbig’, I, p. 426; Friederichs-Wolters, pp. 
635-638, no. 1582; Bocconi, Musei Capitolini, fig. 26; 
Von Mach, University Prints, 188. 

Louvre; Frohner, no. 329; Reinach, Répertoire, I 142, 
3. 

Ny Carlsberg; Arndt, Glyptothéque, p. 172; De Antike 
Kunstvaerker, no. 180; Reinach, Répertoire, II 427, 5. 
Brocklesby Park; Michaelis, Anc. Mar., p. 240; Mus. 
Wors., I, p. 97. 

Villa Albani; Helbig?, II, p. 16; Reinach, Répertoire, 
I 354, 8. 

Vatican, Museo Chiaramonti, no. 495; Amelung, 
Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., 1, p. 633, pl. 67; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, III 261, 5; Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 14. 

Berlin; Ant. Skulpt., no. 138; Friederichs, Amor mit 
dem Bogen des Herkules, plate; Reinach, Répertoire, 
II 427, 2. 

Louvre; Frohner, no. 327; D’Escamps, Musée Cam- 
pana, pl. X; Reinach, Répertoire, 11 427, 1. 

Brussels, Musées Royaux ; Cumont, Catalogue, no. 16; 
Furtwangler, Collection Somzée, no. 39; Palais de San 
Donato, p. 198; Reinach, Répertoire, I 357, 7 and II 
427, 3. 

Museo Torlonia; Visconti, no. 171; Arch. Zeit., 1879, 
p. 76, no. 169; Reinach, Répertoire, II 427, 6. 
Karlsruhe; Von Duhn, Catalogue of Casts in Heidel- 
berg®, p. 112, no. 305. 

Despuig collection in Majorca; Hubner, Ant. Bildw. in 
Madrid, no. 702; Reinach, Répertoire, II 427, 4. 
Venice, Museo Archeologico; Diitschke, Ant. Bildw, in 
Oberitalien, V, no. 99; Arch. Zeit., XXX, 1873, p. 84, 
no. 35; Einzgelaufnahmen, 2447; Reinach, Répertoire, 
WOE TE 

Louvre; Frohner, no. 328; Reinach, Répertoire, I 
142, 7. 


* Praxiteles, p. 230 f. 
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16. 
17. 


18. 
19. 


20. 
zl, 
22, 
23: 


24. 


ZO, 


26. 


2i,. 


28. 
29. 


30. 


SL 
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Castle Howard; Michaelis, Anc. Mar., p. 326, no. 7; 
Reinach, Répertoire, I 359, 2. 

Vatican, Galleria dei Candelabri. I did not find it. 
Lateran; Benndorf-Schéne, Ant. Bildw. d. Lat. Mus., 
no. 224, 

Rome, Palazzo Patrizi; Matz-Duhn, Ant. Bildw. in 
Rom, no. 253. 

Venice, Museo Archeologico; Diitschke, op. cit., V, no. 
201; Reinach, Répertoire, IV 275, 6, and V 176, 3; 
Einzelaufnahmen, 2533 (cf. Arch. Anz., XXXV, 1920, 
col. 16). 

Florence, Giardino Torrigiani; Diitschke, op. cit., II, 
no. 457. 

Louvre, no. 1776 (? labeled 450) ; Reinach, Répertoire, 
II 458, 8. 

British Museum; Smith, Catalogue, III, p. 66, no. 
1675; Reinach, Répertoire, III 127, 5. 

British Museum; Smith, Catalogue, Il, p. 64, no. 
1673; Museum Marbles, X, pl. 21; Reinach, Répertoire, 
I, 358, 7. Here pl. 17. 

Hermitage; Kieseritzky, Hermitage, no. 342; Reinach, 
Répertoire, III 127, 3; Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 7. 
Venice, Museo Archeologico; Diitschke, op. cit., V, no. 
166; Reinach, Répertoire, I 360, 3; Arch. Zeit., XXX, 
1873, p. 86, no. 102. The head is of this type but does 
not belong to the statue; Einzelaufnahmen, 2514 f. 
Pawlowsk; Stephani, Antiken zu Pawlowsk (Memoires 
de l'académie impériale de St.-Petersbourg, Series VII, 
vol. 18, 1872), no. 5; Reinach, Répertoire, I 355, 7. 
Vatican, Museo Chiaramonti, no. 653; Amelung, 
Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., 1, p. 755, pl. 81; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, III 261, 3. 

Wilton House; Michaelis, Anc. Mar., p. 695, no. 124; 
Reinach, Répertoire, 1 357, 8. 

British Museum, no. 1674; Smith, Catalogue, III, p. 
65 f.; Reinach, Répertoire, I 357, 6; Bulle, Der schéne 
Mensch?, pls. 63 and 215. 

Philadelphia, University Museum; Museum Journal, 
V, 1914, p. 117; Reinach, Répertoire, V 175, 3 and 4; 
Luce, Catalogue of the Mediterranean Section, p. 173, 
no. 27. 

Benghazi; Gaz. des Beaux-Arts, XIV, 1918, pp. 1-5; 
Cron. B. A., V (supplement to Boll. Arte, X11), p. 30; 
Notiz. Arch., II, 1916, p. 43; R. Arch., XII, 1920, p. 


32. 


33. 
34. 


35. 
36. 
37. 


38. 


39. 


— 
So 


ut: 
12. 
13. 
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141) no: 3; /-AS., SLI, 1921,.pl. XVIE, Z/and pp. 
242-246; Reinach, Répertoire, V 175, 1. 

Vatican, Sala del Meleagro, no. 15; Amelung, Skulpt. d. 
Vat. Mus., Il, p. 44, pl. IV. 

Montauban; Reinach, Répertoire, Il 427, 7. 

Geneva, Museum; Reinach, Répertoire, III 127, 1; 
Einzelaufnahmen, 1914; Deonna, Catalogue des Sculp- 
tures Antiques, p. 57, no. 62. 

In possession of Bardini, at Florence, in 1897; men- 
tioned Reinach, Répertoire, I, p. 427. 

Found at Lemnos; R. Arch., III, 1916, p. 157; Rein- 
ach, Répertotre, V 175, 2. 

Smith College; A.J.A., XXXVIII, 1923, pp. 369 f.; 
Bulletin of Hillyer Art Gallery, March, 1923, pp. 2-6. 
Here pl. 9; 

Athens, National Museum (Magazine), no. 3412; men- 
tioned by Lippold, Kopien und Umbildungen, p. 244, 
note 26. ; 

Constantinople; Mendel, Catalogue des Sculptures, III, 
pp. 20-21, no. 818. Unfinished. 


Heaps 


Berlin; Ant. Skulpt., no. 152. 

Blundell Hall; Michaelis, Anc. Mar., p. 371, no. 193. 
Ny Carlsberg; Arndt, La Glyptothéque, pl. 124, p. 172; 
De Antike Kunstvaerker, no. 181. Here pl. 8. 

Rome, Barracco Collection; Matz-Duhn, op. cit., no. 
298. I did not see it. 

British Museum, no. 1680; Smith, Catalogue, III, pp. 
68 £.38 

Dresden; Hettner*, no. 189. I did not see it. 

Vatican, Museo Chiaramonti, no. 607 A; Amelung, 
Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., I, p. 720, pl. 77. 

Paris; Mon. Piot, XIII, 1906, pp. 137-148, pls. XI-XIT 
and figure on p. 139. 

Baltimore, Walters Art Gallery; Art in America, V, 
1917, pp. 192 ff. 

Museo Torlonia ; mentioned Rém. Mitt., I, 1886, p. 114, 
no. 92; Visconti, no. 92, pl. XXIII. 

Hermitage ; Kieseritzky, Hermitage, no. 52. 

Louvre, no. 447. 

London, Wallace Collection, no. 7. 


*6T suppose this is the head noted by Klein. It is not recognized in 
the catalogue as belonging to the type. Sieveking (B. Ph. Wo., XXV, 
1905, col. 519) correctly says that it is a replica. 
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Sarcophagus in Cephisia; Robert, Die antiken Sarko- 
phagreliefs, II, pl. IIT. 


GEMS 


Berlin; Furtwangler, Geschnittene Steine, no. 1603. 
Berlin; Furtwangler, Geschnittene Steine, no. 3701. 
Leningrad; Furtwangler, Die Antiken Gemmen, III, 
pl. XLIII 60, II, p. 210. 

Unknown possessor; Furtwangler, Die Antiken Gem- 
men, III, pl. XIV 9, II, p. 67. 

5. Cameo in Mainz; Germania Romana, pl. 79, no. 4. 


= aS 


No illustration or description of no. 38 has been 
published; it is small and lacks the head, right arm, 
left wrist and hand, and legs from thighs. There 
may be some duplication in the list. I have omitted the 
statue once in the Giustiniani collection,®® though it 
seems certain that Reinach is wrong in identifying it 
with no. 10. The torso at Naples, which Ruesch calls 
a copy,*® does not seem to be one; the legs are in 
approximately the usual position, but the head and 
arms are turned in the other direction. A terracotta 
statuette found at Myrina*’ may show the influence of 
the type; perhaps also the Eros in a painting found at 
Pompeii*” and a coin-type of Kydonia in Crete.** 

Most of the copies have been badly broken. No. 
23, however, is almost perfectly preserved and shows 
the action clearly. The little god rests his weight on 
his left foot; the right is set a little distance to the 
side; the knee is bent and the heel raised slightly from 
the ground. The left arm passes downward across 

* Reinach, Répertoire, I, 352, 1, reversed? Cf. op. cit., II, p. 427. 


“” Guida’, p. 158, no. 495; Reinach, Répertoire, II, 608, 7. 

“Hamdy Bey and Reinach, La Nécropole de Myrina, I, pl. VI, pp. 
290 ff. A similar terracotta is said (op. cit., p. 291) to exist in Berlin. 

#® Rom. Mitt., XVI, 1901, p. 340; Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XIII, 1910, pp. 
138-140. 

* Wroth, British Museum Catalogue, Crete, pl. VII, 1 ff.; Svoronos, 
Les Monnaies de la Créte Ancienne, pl. 1X, 2 ff. Wroth (p. 28) dates the 
coins 400-300. 
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the body and the hand holds the middle of the bow; 
the right arm is stretched out almost horizontally from 
the shoulder and the hand holds the upper end of the 
bow. The lower end was pressed against the calf of 
the right leg. 

Second in preservation among the copies is prob- 
ably no. 31. Here, though the positions of the arms 
and legs is virtually the same as before, the action is 
entirely different. One end of the bow is pressed 
against the left thigh, the other held by the right hand, 
and the middle is pressed back by the right thigh; the 
left hand evidently held the string, which passed in 
front of the right leg. 

It has usually been assumed that Eros is repre- 
sented in the act of stringing the bow and that no. 23 
represents truly the action of the original. But it has 
been pointed out that the ordinary way of stringing 
the bow, as known from many monuments, is that 
shown in no. 31;** while it would be altogether impos- 
sible to string a bow of the xaAivtovoc type in the man- 
ner of no. 23, and any sort of bow could be very much 
better strung in the other way. In no. 23 the right 
hand must have held the string till the bow was suffi- 
ciently bent to allow the attachment of the string to 
the end of the bow; the bending then must be done by 
the left hand and the right leg, and it is obvious that 
virtually no pressure could be exerted in this way. If it 
were necessary to explain no. 23 as a bow-stringer 
we should have to say that he bent the upper end of 
the bow with his right forearm while he held the string 
with his right hand. But the action of the figure is 
quite simple and reasonable if it is given another ex- 
planation: Eros is unstringing the bow. For this pur- 
pose very little pressure would be necessary, and it 

“ Bulanda, Bogen und Pfeil bei den Vélkern des Altertums, pp. 94-95; 
Bagnani, in J.H.S., XLI, 1921, pp. 242-246. For the Greek bow and 


methods of stringing it see Bulanda, op. cit. and Neuburger, Technik 
des Altertums*, pp. 221-224. 
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would be supplied chiefly by the right hand, which 
would press down the upper end of the bow while the 
fingers loosened the string. The only other possible 
explanation is that he is bending or merely playing 
with the bow. ‘This is both improbable in itself and 
disproved by the fact that he is not looking at the bow, 
but at some distant object ;—the object at which he 
has shot. 

It would be desirable to divide all the statues in the 
list between the two types, but it is not easy. In 
stringing the bow the legs would naturally be somewhat 
farther apart, and the hands more nearly on a level, 
than in unstringing it; but these differences are slight 
and hardly perceptible except where the preservation 
is unusually good. In figures like no. 31, however, the 
traces of the bow on the thighs ought always to be 
visible when the thighs are preserved. Unfortunately 
I did not have this matter in mind when I was visiting 
museums and must rely on descriptions. It is certain 
that nos. 1, 6, and 25 are like no. 23, and gems 1-4 
and the painting in Pompeii show the influence of that 
type. No. 5,*° on the other hand, is like no. 31. No. 
27, which is a very free imitation, represents the 
stringing of the bow, but the bow is in front of the 
right leg and the string behind it, instead of the re- 
verse as in no. 31; and the Mainz gem (no. 5) appears 
to be like no. 27. In no. 13, which is purely decorative, 
both string and bow are in front of the right leg. Like 
no. 27 and the Mainz gem, it indicates that the artist 
knew a statue of the type of no. 31, though he does 
not imitate it directly. Nos. 29 and 37 represent a 
variation in which both arms start almost straight 
down from the shoulders. No. 29 is restored as string- 
ing the bow in a very inefficient and improbable man- 
ner. Deane*® is probably right in suggesting that the 


*° Described by Reichel, Homerische Waffen, pp. 118 f., note 1. 
“ Bulletin of Hillyer Art Gallery, March, 1923, pp. 2-6. 
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lower end of the bow rested on the ground. A straight 
bow could be strung in this way. 

Bulanda gives two lists in which the representatives 
of the two main types are apparently supposed to be 
separated. Writing before no. 31 was known, he 
SLoups wit noma: 3:7, 6, 9,10, 12; 15, 23, and 33; 
while he reckons nos. 24 and 28 with the other type. 
He gives no citations, which ought to mean that his 
division rests on personal study; but he is certainly 
wrong about no. 23, and in nos. 7 and 9 it appears to 
be certain that the parts which would decide the ques- 
tion are lost. One naturally hesitates to trust his 
grouping in other points. There are several cases in 
which one may infer, from the silence of the descrip- 
tions in regard to traces which figures of the type of 
no. 31 would show, that the statues belong to the other 
type. It is apparent that most of the figures in the list 
are probably like no. 23; a more thorough study at first 
hand might possibly reverse this conclusion, but would 
surely establish no very marked preponderance in 
favor of 31. 

There is no question of two distinct originals here, 
but we have to decide which group of copies more 
accurately represents the Greek prototype. In making 
the decision we follow the rule of the lectio difficilior. 
The act of stringing the bow was represented fre- 
quently; a statue with that subject would not be modi- 
fied and changed into something much less familiar, 
while the reverse might easily and naturally happen. 
It is significant also that no. 31, the clearest specimen 
of the bow-stringers, was not intended as a close copy: 
that is obvious from the omission of the wings. 

In the original the lower curve of the bow evidently 
touched the right thigh, as in nos. 23 and 26, or closely 
approached it; a dowel-hole in the thigh of the Capito- 
line example (no. 1) may indicate a short supporting 
bar. No. 23 is the only copy, I think, in which the 
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wings are entirely, or even mostly, original; they are 
small and elegant in form, but these qualities are to 
some extent characteristic of that replica in general. 
(In No. 29 the wings are antique, but do not belong to 
the figure.) Since the quiver always either forms the 
support or hang’s on it, we must conclude that there was 
no quiver in the bronze original. This adds some proba- 
bility to Friederichs’s hypothesis, founded on the pres- 
ence of a lion-skin in several replicas (23, 24, 25, 26, 
and 12; perhaps restored in the last), that Eros is sup- 
posed to have stolen the bow of Herakles.** It has gen- 
erally been recognized, however, that the bow is not dis- 
proportionately large, as it surely would be if it were 
supposed to belong to Herakles. 

In the early days of dilettantism this figure was 
frequently identified with the Eros by Praxiteles at 
Thespiai, which was so highly regarded. Modern 
authorities have generally abandoned this theory, 
though it is said that Revaisson-Mollien supported it 
in 1908,** and Dr. Bates apparently considers Praxi- 
teles the sculptor naturally to be mentioned in con- 
nection with the statue.*® Lysippos also had an Eros 
at Thespiai,°° and Collignon,®* Klein,®? Bagnani,** 
Furtwangler,** Studniczka,”*, Loewy,°° Lippold,°’ 
Waldhauer,’® Arndt,’® and Cumont® confidently find 
evidence of his style in the replicas preserved. Mme. 
Maviglia®’ thinks the attribution confirmed rather than 
weakened by her discovery of the Uffizi apoxyomenos. 


* Amor mit dem Bogen des Herkules. 

Bull. des Antiquaires de France, 1908, p. 147-8. 

* Museum Journal, I, 1910, p. 31. 

° Pausanias, IX 27, 3 (App. 1, 32) ; Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 9. 
* Lysippe, p. 68.  Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 359. 
URES Ol LOZ eaos * Masterpieces, p. 394. 

55 Neue Jahrbiicher, XLI, 1918, p. 21. 

% Griechische Plastik, p. 104. ™In Pauly-Wissowa. 

8 Lisipp, p. 24. ° Glyptothéque Ny Carlsberg, p. 172. 
© Cat. des Mus. Royaux, no. 16. “ Op. cit., p. 67 ff. 
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Michaelis,®*? Helbig,®* Jones,** Edward Robinson,*° 
and Bulle® are more or less doubtful; while Wolters,*’ 
Amelung,®* Smith,® Reinach,” and Ghizlanzoni™ re- 
gard the statue as Hellenistic. Dickins‘’’ seems to rec- 
ognize some type of Eros as Lysippian; I suppose it is 
this one. 

The attribution to Praxiteles seems rightly to have 
been abandoned. No figure that can be traced with any 
probability to him shows such lively action, expressed 
in a momentary posture. On the other hand, the definite 
arguments against an attribution to Lysippos are not 
convincing. Wolters’ once argued that the statues of 
Praxiteles and Lysippos both were temple-statues; the 
type in question, he said, certainly does not look like a 
temple-statue, so it could not be either of them. This 
must have been a mere slip; there is no reason what- 
ever for supposing that Lysippos’s Eros was a temple- 
statue. He objected also that the childish character of 
the subject was too well portrayed for any time before 
the Alexandrian period. That, however, is difficult of 
demonstration. Smith** doubted whether the arrange- 
ment of the hair—parted on both sides, with the locks 
between plaited along the middle line—occurs as early 
as Lysippos; but it occurs much earlier.” 

It has very generally been recognized that there is 
great similarity between the apoxyomenos and the 

‘ Springer-Michaelis*, p. 297. * Fiihrer’, no. 437. 
* Museo Capitolino, p. 87. 


*® Catalogue of Casts in Boston, 1896, p. 249. 


® Der schéne Mensch’, col. 122. Apparently he thought better of the 
hypothesis on further consideration (col. 671). 


* Friederichs-Wolters, no. 1582. ® Helbig, Fiihrer*, no. 776. 
© British Museum Catalogue, III, p. 65. 


® Myrina, II, p. 291. Perhaps he has changed his mind; cf. R. 
Arch., XII, 1920, p. 140. 


™ Notiz. Arch., II, p. 43. ? Hellenistic Sculpture, p. 32. 
8 Friederichs-Wolters, p. 637. 
* British Museum Catalogue, III, p. 65. 


* Steininger, in Pauly-Wissowa, VII, 2125. Cf. Jb. Arch. I., XXX, 
1915, pp. 191 f., fig. 15. 
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Eros in the bodily forms. The ponderation too is very 
similar. Both figures are represented in unstable posi- 
tions, which endure but a moment; the weight is 
swinging toward the figure’s right. The analogy in 
this matter is very striking, and almost proves that the 
Eros is not earlier than Lysippos. Amelung,’® who 
recognizes all this, nevertheless argues that the face is 
too unlike that of the apoxyomenos or any other Lysip- 
pian figure to allow an attribution to him. 

In the Metropolitan Museum casts of the apoxyo- 
menos and the Capitoline Eros are placed near each 
other, and I have been able to compare them under 
favorable circumstances. The Eros has no restora- 
tions on the head, except the tip of the nose. The eyes 
are not like those of the apoxyomenos: they are larger 
in proportion to the size of the face, they are farther 
apart, they are wider open, and there are no hollows 
at the outer corners. All these differences, however, 
correspond to the differences in subject. Such deeply 
shadowed eyes as those of the apoxyomenos have never 
yet occurred ina child. The hair is in long, straggling 
locks, necessarily different from the closely cropped 
hair of the athlete. The general shape of the face is 
like that of the apoxyomenos, as are the forehead and 
the ears. The characteristic narrow nose and the still 
more characteristic upper lip, as well as the lower lip, 
are exactly in the style of the apoxyomenos. Head no. 
3 agrees with no. 1 so closely as to indicate that they 
faithfully represent the original. Head 8 agrees in 
general, though the nose is broader and the ears are 
not so much like those of the apoxyomenos. In sey- 
eral heads, e.g. that worn by no. 25, the eyes are more 
like those of the apoxyomenos than in the Capitol copy. 

Helbig’, I, p. 426. He sees a resemblance to the heads of Menander, 
which he attributes to the sons of Praxiteles. The resemblance does 
not seem altogether convincing. Besides, the attribution of these busts 
to Kephisodotos and Timarchos rests on the feeblest evidence. (Most 


recent discussions: Studniczka, Neue Jahrbiicher, XLI, 1918, pp. 1-31; 
D. M. Robinson, Bull. Royal Ontario Museum, Jan. 1926, pp. 2-6.) 
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The resemblance between these heads and the head of 
the apoxyomenos, in the points where similarity could 
reasonably be expected, seems sufficient, when consid- 
ered together with the resemblance in body and posture 
previously mentioned, to remove all reasonable doubt 
that they represent originals of one artist. 

Recently a brilliant suggestion by Frickenhaus has 
confirmed this conclusion with literary evidence." 
Kedrenos enumerates the statues that were destroyed 
in the Lauseion in Constantinople, in 476.7* There 
were the Lindian Athena, by Dipoinos and Skyllis, the 
Knidian Aphrodite of Praxiteles, the Samian Hera by 
Boupalos and Lysippos, the winged Eros with a bow, 
from Myndos, the ivory Zeus of Pheidias, and the 
image of Time by Lysippos. The reference to Bou- 
palos and Lysippos as joint authors of the Samian 
Hera is so patently absurd that students have ignored 
it. Frickenhaus observes, however, that while the 
comments on the other statues show some inaccuracies, 
they contain no such absurdities as this; and that the 
name of Lysippos certainly belonged, in the account 
used by Kedrenos, to the “winged Eros with a bow, 
from Myndos,” which is named just after the Hera 
and, alone of all the statues, has no sculptor named for 
it. A glance at the passage shows the extreme prob- 
ability of this correction, and one wonders only that it 
remained for Frickenhaus, in 1915, to suggest it. 

Kedrenos is not so good an authority as one could 
wish; but his testimony, confirming the conclusions 
reached by many authorities from morphological evi- 
dence, leaves no doubt as to the authorship of the Eros. 
Like the Herakles Epitrapezios, it may be accepted as 
a work that certainly represents an original from the 
hand of Lysippos. Myndos is in Caria, so if we have 
correctly reconstructed the life of the artist the Eros 
_ was made after 316. 


™ Ib. Arch. I., XXX, 1915, pp. 127-9. 
8 322 B-C (App. 1, 35). This Eros is no. 10 in Lippold’s list. 
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The evidence derived from the apoxyomenos, the 
Herakles Epitrapezios, and the Eros, supplemented 
by the “Old Fountain” base and the Polydamas base, 
is all perfectly consistent and harmonious. Whatever 
doubts may be raised as to one part or another are 
removed by the consensus of the whole. The founda- 
tion thus laid for our knowledge of Lysippian art is 
certain and dependable. 


GHAPTER. VI 


THE DaocHuos GRouP 


On the slope above the east end of the temple of 
Apollo at Delphi there was an enclosed precinct.’ 
hether_it_was_a roofed building is uncertain.’ 
Against the hack wall of this precinct is a long base 
with cuttings for t nine statues.* Dins- 
moor* has shown conclusively that the base was placed 
there after the precinct wall had been built. The base 
is completely preserved except for surface imperfec- 
tions. It is 11.67 m. long, .98 m. high, and .70 m. thick. 
On the face of the base, under every cavity except the 
one at the extreme right, is an inscription naming the 
“man whose statue stood there.® I present literal trans- 


lations of these inscriptions. 
Under the second cavity from the right: 


“Aknonios son of Aparos, tetrarch of the Thessalians.” 


The third: 


“First from the land of Thessaly, Pharsalian Agias, son of 
Aknonios, you conquered in the Olympic pankration ; five times 
at Nemea, thrice at Pytho, five times at the Isthmus; and no 
one ever set up trophies of your hands.” 


The fourth: 


“T was his brother, and I attained the same number of crowns 
on the same days, conquering in wrestling. I killed the strong- 
est man of the Tyrrhenians, who was helpless. My name was 
Telemachos.” 


* Photograph: A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 448 (Poulsen, Delphi, p. 267). 
For the original ground- plan see Dinsmoor, in A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 
476 and pl. XIV. 

2? B. Ph. Wo., XXXI, 1911, col. 1550; Bourguet, Ruines de Delphes, 
p. 197. Poulsen thinks it was roofed (op. cit., p. 266). 

* Photograph: A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 447 (Poulsen, op. cit., p. 268). 

“AJ.A,, X{II, 1909, p. 473. 

*Preuner, Ein delphisches Weihgeschenk, pp. 3 £{.; Dittenberger, 
pencge I, pp. 483-485, no. 274; facsimile, B.C.H., XXI, 1897, pp. 


17 
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The fifth: 


“These two had equal shares of prize-winning might, and I, 
Agelaos, was brother to them. I won the stadium for boys at 
Pytho, along with them;® alone of mortals we hold these 
crowns.” 


The sixth: 


“Daochos son of Agias am I, of the land of Pharsalos. I ruled 
all Thessaly, not by force but by law, twenty-seven years; and 
Thessaly was rich with long and fruitful peace and wealth.” 


The seventh: 


“Pallas did not deceive you in your sleep, Sisyphos son of 
Daochos, in what she told you clearly and the promise she 
gave; for since first you put on armor about your body, never 
did you flee from foes nor receive any wound.” 


The eighth: 


“Increasing the renown of the ancestors of his house, Daochos 
set up these gifts to the lord Phoebus, for the honor of his 
race and fatherland, with eulogy which gives fame. Tetrarch 
of the Thessalians, Recorder of the Amphiktyons.” 


The ninth and last to the left: 
“Sisyphos son of Daochos.” 


We learn from these inscriptions that the group 
was dedicated by Daochos II; that it included his son 
Sisyphos II, and Sisyphos I, undoubtedly his father ; 
Daochos I, the father of Sisyphos I; Agias, father of 
Daochos I, and his brothers Telemachos and Agelaos; 
Aknonios, father of the three brothers; and a ninth 
figure who had no inscription. Aknonios, Daochos I, 
and Daochos II were statesmen; Sisyphos I was a war- 
rior; Agias, Telemachos, and Agelaos were athletes. 
Their inscriptions commemorate them in these roles 


*That is, at the same session of the games in which Agias and 
Telemachos won the pankration and the wrestling match respectively. 
The alleged unique feature doubtless consisted in the winning of victories 
by three brothers at one session of the games. 


THE DAOCHOS GROUP ng 


and we may expect that the statues will so represent 
them. Sisyphos II was presumably a mere youth who 
had not yet distinguished himself in any way. 

The cavities in the base vary in shape according to 
the form of the plinth,’ and this makes identification of 
some of the statues easy.* The plinths of the statues 
of Agias (Plate 20) and Daochos II were found in 
place, so there is no doubt about them. Of Daochos only 
one foot and a piece of the other remain.® We can see 
that the left lez was the “Standbein,” while the right 
foot was drawn back and rested on the toe only. The 
sandals, together with the fact that the subject was 
a statesman and dignitary, indicate that the statue was 
draped. The plinth of the statue of Aknonios’® is identi- 
fied by the fact that it fits the cutting in place II. As 
Aknonios was a statesman and wears sandals, we ex- 
pect his statue to be draped. Two draped torsos, appar- 
ently belonging to the group, were found. One of them’ 
suits the position of the feet of Aknonios very well, 
while it can not belong to the feet of Daochos II; and 
the other’? can not be Aknonios, because part of the 
left foot is preserved. Undoubtedly, then, the former 
torso belongs to Aknonios in place II. Sisyphos I’? is 
well preserved, and is identified by the adjustment of 
the plinth to the cutting in place VII. We have left 
one draped figure, mentioned above, and one cutting 


"See the drawing, 4.J.A., XIII, 1909, pl. XIV. 

*For the restoration of the group, see Homolle, in B.C.H., XXIII, 
1899, pp. 426-438, and chiefly Gardiner and Smith, in A.J.A., XIII, 1909, 
pp. 447-475. Some comments by Wolters, Sitzb. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., 
1913, Arch. Bemerkungen, pp. 40-50. 

* Illustration: A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 454; B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, p. 427. 
er Illustration: A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 450; B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, p. 


“ B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, pl. XXV, at right; Fouilles de Delphes, pl. 
LXVI, at left; Poulsen, op. cit., p. 270. 

% Fouilles de Delphes, pl. LXVI, at right; Bourguet, Ruines de 
Delphes, p. 197; A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 453; Poulsen, op. cit., p. 274; 
B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, pl. XXV, at left. 

* Fouilles, pl. LXV; Poulsen, op. cit., p. 277; B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, 
pl. XXIV. 
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aside from those probably for nude figures. The 
figure then is pretty certainly Daochos I, in place VI. 
These five identifications, made by Homolle, are ac- 
cepted as certain by Gardiner and Smith. There re- 
main places I, IV, V, and IX. 

In place V Homolle placed the figure of a youth 
leatiing on a herm,"* as Agelaos. Gardiner and Smith 


present measurements which seem to prove that it 
could not have rested on a plinth small enough for the 
‘cavity.”” Since its workmanship is in some details very 
like that of the Agias, they wish to retain it in the 
group; and as its plinth must have been of a shape un- 
‘suited to cavities IX and I, they give it the only remain- 
ing place—IV, as Telemachos. Wolters Volters believes that 
“the statue does not belong to the group, because the 
left leg, to judge from the shape of the cutting, must 
have been advanced; and the resulting posture must 
have been awkward and without close parallels.*° He 
believes also that the statue is too large for the cutting; 
but since he spoke from an examination of the casts 
and Gardiner and Smith had studied the original mate- 
rials, it is doubtless safe to follow them on this point. 
Poulsen accepts the identification of Gardiner and 
Smith. It does seem that the posture would have been 
awkward; but the > similarities to the Agias are consid- 
erable, and the identification is probably right. 

Saha place IV Homolle had placed a torso.** His 
chief reason for identifying it as Telemachos was that 
it so greatly resembled the Agias that it must have 
been his brother. Gardiner and Smith question this 
close resemblance,'® and the illustrations seem to bear 
them out: the whole torso seems softer than the Agias 


* Fouilles, pl. LX VII; B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, pl. XII; A.J.A., XIII, 
1909, p. 452; Poulsen, op. cit., p. 271. 

* 4J.A., XIII, 1909, pp. 460 ff. 

*® Sitz. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., 1913, Arch. Bemerkungen, pp. 42 f. 

" B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, pl. XXVI; A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 451. 

#® 4.J.A., XIII, 1909, pp. 459 f. 


THE DAOCHOS GROUP 121 


and wholly different. Furthermore they argue that 
the right leg of the figure was advanced, which seems 
unquestionably true; hence it could not belong to cavity 
IV, where the left leg must have been forward. 

After_Homolle had written, a torso’? -was—found 
builf into a wall. A head which Homolle had known”® 
and had sought vainly to connect with the group was 
found to fit it perfectly. A left leg was found that 
fitted perfectly by contact, and a right leg closely re- 

~sembling it,?* so that we now have the figure almost 
complete.** The head resembles the Agias very closely, 
the right leg has a support similar to that used for the 
“Daochos IT and for the Agias, and the posture is that 
required for the statue of Agelaos. There can be little 
doubt as to_ this identification. : 

This statue has recently been put together in the 
museum at Delphi.”* The right leg illustrated by 
Gardiner and Smith is omitted; this is singular, as this 
leg should certainly belong to some figure in the group. 
In the article cited the figure is called “la statue dite 
d’Aparos,” though with the comment that it might be 
Agelaos or Telemachos. The identification as Aparos 
is very improbable: in the first place the existence of 
a statue of Aparos is very doubtful; in the second place 
he was apparently known only as the ancestor of the 
house of Daochos and would probably not be repre- 
sented as a young athlete; in the third place the posi- 
tion of the new statue can not easily be reconciled with 
the shape of the cutting in place I. The last objection 
applies also against an identification as Telemachos. 

Homolle identified as Sisyphos II, in place [X, a 





* AJ.A., XIII, 1909, pp. 461 and 463; Poulsen, of. cit., p. 272. 
” B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, pl. XX VI. 

7 AJ.A., XIII, 1909, p. 464. 

2 AJ.A., XIII, 1909, p. 466; Poulsen, of. cit., p. 273. 


* B.C.H., XLVIII, 1924, pp. 477-479. An article on the statue by M 
P. de la Coste-Messeliére, to appear in Revue de l’art ancien et moderne, 
is promised. 
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figure decidedly larger than the others.”* He was con- 
fident of the identification, because he thought that the 
plinth fitted the cavity exactly.” Apparently he was 
mistaken in this; Gardiner and Smith show that the 
plinth could not possibly have fitted into the cavity.”° 
This figure, then, may be definitely omitted from the 
group. According to Poulsen the proper plinth and 
feet of Sisyphos were found later in the museum 
storehouse.” Whether the foot conjecturally assigned 
to him by Gardiner and Smith’® is one of those referred 
to by Poulsen I do not know. 

For cavity I Homolle had no figure, though he 
thought from the size of the cutting for the plinth 
that the statue must be draped. Gardiner and Smith 
suggest that some divinity, who would need no inscrip- 
tion for identification, stood at the head of the line; 
and they suggest Athena, as the patron goddess of 
Pharsalos and apparently the special protector of 
Sisyphos I. A fragment of a right shoulder is tenta- 
tively assigned to this Athena.*® Keramopoullos,*° 
Wolters,*? and Poulsen*? assume a figure of Aparos, 
father of Aknonios. This does not explain the size of 
the cavity. Perhaps it needs no explanation: a flaw 
in the stone of the base or some mistake in cutting 
may have made it desirable to cut away a large surface, 
or the figure may have held some attribute that re- 
quired considerable space. Still, it is difficult to under- 
stand why Aparos should have no inscription. 

It seems necessary to admit that we are entirely in 
the dark as to place I. In regard to the remainder of 
the group, however, it seems safe to accept the assign- 


* Fouilles, pl. LX VIII; B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, pl. IX; A.J.A., XIII, 
1909, p. 455. 

* B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, p. 427. * AJ.A., XIII, 1909, p. 458. 

SLOP MCHA 2/0: * A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 467. 

® A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 468. 

° Tlavatjvaia, VIII, 1908, pp. 346 ff. 

* Sitzb. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., 1913, Arch. Bemerkungen, p. 42. 

» Op. cit., p. 269. 
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ments of Gardiner and Smith. The date of the monu- 
ment is determined by the titles given Daochos II in 
his inscription.** He could have held them only be- 
tween 338 and 334. Of course in such an unofficial 
dedication he might have used them even if he no 
longer held the offices; but it is improbable that he 
relinquished his honors before his death. 
In 1811 Otto Magnus von Stackelberg made a trip 
to Greece, together with P. O. Brondsted, and kept a 
journal, which is now preserved at Dorpat.__In Sep- 
tember they visited Pharsalos_and found just one. 
“inscription, which Stackelberg copied in his journal.** 
The first three lines are very fragmentary and scarcely” 
permit any observation except that the name Pharsalos, 
or Pharsalian, occurs. The last four lines, however, 
are unmistakably parts Of an inscription identical with 


~ that which appears at Delphi under the statue of Agias. 
elow ‘hee appear the first six letters of a signature 
of Lysippos. A fragmentary inscription®® found at 
~ Pharsalos in 1895 and later lost again belongs to the 
same quatrain, which is seen to agree almost exactly 
with the epigram of Agias at Delphi. 
The inscription of Pharsalos is restored by Preu- 
ner®® as follows: 


x 
Pe Ue ee OvOL [tydv (?) ] 

[nae (o)¢]0 Ddeo[adov] (x)at mort (é) Lowv(?) 

aoetdc(?) ] 

[IleG]tos “Odtun[ia aajyxodtio[v, DagodAte, 

vixdic |, 


[Ay Jia "Axvovio[v, yij¢ @]x0 Ocoo[adtac], 
[ xe] vtdxic évNe[péoic], (t)d00 (II) [wdra, NEV 
xt¢ “loduot]- 
[xa]t odv ovdsic [xm otijo Je TQ [ drtav0. xe0an]. 
Avoinn[os Xixvadviog éxoinoev (? 

* Pomtow, in Dittenberger, Sylloge’, I, pp. 483-485, no. 274. 

* Preuner, op. cit., p. 18. 

*° Preuner, op. cit., p. 20; I.G., IX, 2, no. 249. 

** Op. cit., p. 24; also I.G., IX, 2, no. 249. 
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At Delphi it appears thus: 
Ile@tos “OdAGpma nayxodtiov, PaoodMe, 
VIXGLC, 
"Ayta ’Axvoviov, yijs and Ocooahtac, 
nevtcxic év Nepéon, tots Ilvdia, nevtdxic 
"Todor: 
xal O@V odes TH OTIOE TEOMA. YEODV. 


Preuner concludes that the inscription and the statue 
‘to which it belonged were copied at Delphi from the 
originals in Pharsalos, and that in the Agias we have 
_an_approximately contemporary copy of a statue by 

Lysippos. 
~Preuner’s brilliant discovery divided the archaeo- 
logical world into three camps. Percy Gardner,*’ E. A. 
Gardner,** Hyde,*® and Cultrera*® accept the Agias as 
the only reliable example of Lysippian style and see in 
the apoxyomenos a Hellenistic work of the school of 
Lysippos; Loewy,*! Furtwangler,*” Tarbell,** Bieber,** 
Lippold,*® Wolters,*® S. Reinach,*” Klein,**® Schober,*® 
and Urlichs®® dissociate the Agias from Lysippos and 
retain the apoxyomenos; while Collignon,°* Amelung,”” 


* 7.H.S., XXV, 1905, pp. 234 ff. 

* Handbook of Greek Sculpture, 1915, p. 443. 

* A.J.A., XI, 1907, p. 399; OV M, pp. 286 ff. 

*“ Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 1910, p. 188. 

“Rom. Mitt., XVI, 1901, p. 392; Griechische Plastik, pp. 106 f. 
“@ Sitzb. Bayer. Akad, Wiss., 1904, p. 379. 

* 4.J.A., VIII, 1904, pp. 457 f. 

“Jb. Arch. I., XXV, 1910, p. 172. 


“Jb. Arch. I., XXVI, 1911, p. 278, note 2. See however note 67 
below. 


“ Springer-Wolters”, p. 360. 

““R. Arch., XX, 1924, p. 239. 

* Th. Oest. Arch. I., XIV, 1911, pp. 108 f. 

“” Th. Oest. Arch. I., X1X-XX, 1916-1919, pp. 187-188. 

° Woch. KI. Ph., XVII, 1900, 541-543, and XXXIV, 1917, 145. 
* Lysippe, p. 36. 

* Rom. Mitt., XX, 1905, pp. 144-155. 
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Lechat,®* Mariani,** Della Seta,®®> Studniczka,°* Von 
Mach,” Poulsen,** Kekulé,®® Mahler,®° Koepp,°? Mich- 
aelis,°* Walters,** and Novello®* accept both statues as 
copied from Lysippian works. Dickins®’ sees in the 
Agias an Attic modification of a Lysippian prototype, 
if I understand him correctly. Fowler® is very non- 
committal, and can not be sure whether either work 
reliably represents Lysippos. Lippold®’ now accepts the 
apoxyomenos and thinks that the Agias may be a free 
imitation of the statue by Lysippos. Waldhauer® 
accepts both. 

In view of the considerations brought up in the two 
preceding chapters, the Lysippian character of the 
apoxyomenos is not open to question. Those authori- 
ties who regard the Agias as the only trustworthy ex- 
ample of Lysippos’s style and relegate the apoxyo- 
menos to the position of a school work, have not only 
failed adequately to consider the evidence in regard to 
the apoxyomenos, but have neglected the general cir- 
cumstances of the case. From all the vague and un- 
satisfactory information given in literature about 
Lysippos, there is one fact that emerges clearly: he 
‘was a very great and very influential sculptor. In later 

_ages his name, along with the names of Pheidias and 
Polykleitos, represented the greatest heights of Greek 


sculpture.*? More works by him are recorded than by 


® Rev. Et. Anc., XVI, 1914, pp. 188-191. * Ausonia, II, p. 219. 


Vita d’Arte, V, 1910, p. 53. 
* Neue Jahrbiicher, XLI, 1918, p. 20, note 4. 


** Handbook of Greek and Roman Sculpture, pp. 244 f. 

* Delphi, p. 286. ® Sitzb. Preuss. Akad., 1909, p. 700. 

© Polyklet, p. 153. * Neue Jahrbiicher, XXIII, 1909, pp. 480-486. 
® Springer-Michaelis®, pp. 291-294. © Art of the Greeks, p. 128. 

* Atene e Roma, V, 1924, pp. 261-267. % Hellenistic Sculpture, p. 56. 
* History of Sculpture, pp. 118 f. 

* In Pauly-Wissowa, no. 34 and later. 

* Lisipp, p. 22 (for the Agias). © App. 1, 13, 14, 16, 17. 
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any other sculptor. Pliny devotes more space to him 
“than to any other sculptor except Praxiteles. The 
Agias can not possibly represent the final achievement 
of such a man. Moreover, he had an extraordinary ~ 
number of followers: besides his three sons, Phanis,”® 
-Eutychides,** and Chares’ are named as his pupils. 
Teisikrates™ is said to have been a pupil of Lysippos’s 
son Euthykrates, Xenokrates’* was a pupil of Teisi- 
krates or of Euthykrates, and Kantharos”® was taught 
by Eutychides. We are told that the works of Teisi- 
krates could hardly be “be distinguished from those of 
Lysippos; this confirms a natural expectation, that 
“these followers of the great master would preserve, for 


“the most part, the traditions of his style. We should 


expect, then, to find among extant copies a great num- 
ber of works which, though not to be attributed to the 
master himself, show distinctly the influence of his 
art. This condition exists if the apoxyomenos be. 
taken as the norm of Lysippian style; every catalogue — 
of sculpture. makes liberal use of “influence of Lysip-. 
pos” _or some similar term. It does not exist if the: 
of the master. If Lysippos made the Agias and Daip- 

os made the apoxyomenos, then it was Daippos and 
not Lysippos who was the great innovator and the 
dominating personality of the early Hellenistic age. 
Such a hypothesis does not require extended considera- 


tion. 





We may reject without hesitation, therefore, the 
_theory that the Agias represents the mature style of 
Lysippos. Probably a thesis so bristling with im- 


” Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 80. The name was probably Phanias; the 
signature of a Phanias was found at Lindos (Bull. Dan. Acad., 1907, 
p. 25). 

™ Pausanias, VI 2, 6. ? Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 41. 

* Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 67 (App. 1, 3). 

“Pliny, N.H., XXXIV 83. * Pausanias, VI 3, 6. 
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probabilities would never have been suggested if its 
distinguished authors had not fallen into two errors in 
regard to chronology. If, as Gardner believed,** Ly- 
sippos’s artistic activity extended from 372 to 320 and 
the Agias represented his style in the period 338-334, 
then the Agias might fairly be considered representa- 
tive of his final style. But 350-290 more accurately 
defines the sculptor’s period of production; and there 
is not a shadow of evidence to indicate that the Agias 
shows his style in the period 338-334. If the Agias 
at Delphi is accurately copied from the Lysippian 
Agias at Pharsalos, it represents his style of the time 
_when the statue at Pharsalos was made: a time to 
which there is no clue.” The evidence from the in- 
scriptions, which establishes the date of the group at 
Delphi, obviously does not apply to the Pharsalian 
work unless the same inscription—that of Daochos 
I]—existed there in identical form. The fragmentary 
inscription which preceded the Agias quatrain at 
Pharsalos proves that the whole body of inscriptions 
was not the same in both places; and it is the purest 
assumption that the epigram of Daochos II, as it is 
found at Delphi, ever existed on the base at Pharsalos, 
—even if it be taken for granted that there was a 
statue of Daochos there. There is in fact a sound 
argument against that assumption: the epigram of 
Daochos contains a dedication to Apollo, and seems 
clearly to have been written for Delphi.”* 

But did any statue of Daochos II exist at Pharsa- 
los? It seems natural to assume that a group of some 
sort existed there, since there is no obvious reason for 


J cHIS 5 XO V, 1905p: 247. 

™ Klein (Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 351) thought it was about 
350; Poulsen (Delphi, p. 291) 350-345; Koepp (Neue Jahrbiicher, XXIII, 
1909, p. 484) recognizes the importance of this point. 

oe Wolters, Sitzb. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., 1913, Arch. Bemerkungen, 
p. 47. 
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setting up a statue of Agias alone, some 120 years 
after his victory.‘® Furthermore, if the Agias was 
copied from Lysippos the “Agelaos” must have been 
also; for the two are so similar that their genesis must 
have been the same. Now in reading in order the in- 
scriptions at Delphi, it is noticeable that those of 
Agias, Telemachos, and Agelaos are bound together 
much more closely than the others. The Telemachos 
epigram would be unintelligible unless preceded by 
that of Agias, and the reader must know both of those 
in order to understand the Agelaos inscription. On 
the other hand, Agias’s epigram does not presuppose 
any knowledge of Aknonios; Agias is introduced as 
Pharsalian, son of Aknonios, from the Thessalian 
land, as though the reader were expected to know 
nothing about his house. Daochos II, too, is carefully 
called a Pharsalian, and Agias is named simply as his 
father, as he would be under any circumstances. This 
survey may suggest that the original group consisted 
of three figures, the great athletic heroes of the Thes- 
salian house. The draped figures, which complete the 
group at Delphi, differ considerably in style ;*° besides, 
they appear to be slightly larger ;** and the inscriptions 
add their indications that these statues are additions 
to the original group in Pharsalos. 
_A comparison of the Agias and the apoxyomenos 

is interesting.** The proportions are approximately 





® Agias probably won at Olympia in 460 (K. K. Smith in Classical 
Philology, V, 1910, pp. 169-174) or 444 (Klee, Zur Gesch. d. gymnischen 
Agone, pp. 74 f.). 

*°So Gardiner and Smith, 4.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 475, note 1; Klein, 
Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XIV, 1911, pp. 107-8; see Poulsen’s valuable com- 
ments on the various figures. 

* See the sketches, A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 471. 


* Best illustrations of the Agias: Fouilles de Delphes, IV, pl. LXIII 
and Hyde, OVM, pl. 28 (front view) ; A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 465 (side 
and back) ; Fouilles, IV, pl. LXIV and Hyde, OV M, p. 287, fig. 68 (the 
head, side view); B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, pl. X and Deonna and De 
Ridder, L’Art en Gréce, pl. 20 (the head, front view); J.H.S., XXV, 
1905, p. 239 (the waist) and p. 237 (the left foot) ; 4.J.A., XIII, 1909, 
p. 468 (the right foot). 
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the same. The treatment of the body is very different; 
“very much less anatomical knowledge is shown in the 
_Agias._ This is evident in every part, but especially in 
the feet and in the waist. The feet of the Agias, 
though by no means badly made, seem formless in 
comparison with those of the apoxyomenos, with their 
display of scientific knowledge. At the waist of the 
Agias the triangular depression between the muscles, 
which appears in the apoxyomenos and is guaranteed 
as a genuine Lysippian feature by the Herakles Epi- 
trapezios, does not occur. The division between the 
muscles in the calf of the leg, a at bottom, is also absent 
from the Agias. The pubes in the Agias i is triangular 
in form, differing wholly from that of the apoxyo- 
“menos. The navel, which in the apoxyomenos is a 
shallow depression with a crescent-shaped groove above 
it, seems in the Agias to have a raised surface inside 
the depression and certainly has no wrinkle above it. 
The roundness of the shoulders, so noticeable in the 
apoxyomenos and in many works ascribed to the fol- 
lowers of Lysippos, is totally absent from the Agias. 
In short there is no detail of the treatment of the body 
in which the two statues do not differ widely. In the 
posture of the figures as wholes, however, there is no 
such great difference; neither figure shows an alto- 
gether stable posture, but in both the weight seems 
about to swing to the leg that is at present the ‘“‘Spiel- 
bein.” This momentary posture has always been 
thought to be a notable feature of the apoxyomenos, 
and its occurrence in the Agias is important. 
athe. snapes of the heads are as different as they 





epital it is ees that the hair was not accurately 
copied, since it shows no trace of bronze technique. 
One may conjecture, however, that the hair of its 
original did not differ greatly from that of the apoxyo- 
menos. The ears are of totally different form. The 
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shape of the face is very different: it is longer and nar- 
‘Tower than in the apoxyomenos, and the bony struc- 
ture is much more emphasized. There is no groove in 
the forehead. The nose is rather broad, and appar- 
ently a good deal broader at the base than at the 
bridge. The lips do not resemble the lips of the 
_apoxyomenos. The chin is narrower and rounder in 
the Agias. The eyes are close-set and in general are 
very like those of the apoxyomenos, with the exception 
that the lower lid is noticeably thick;—a feature in 
remarkable contrast with the eye of the apoxyomenos. 

In the foregoing pages I considered the conclusions 
to be drawn from the assumption that the Agias of 
Delphi was copied from a statue by Lysippos. In view 
of these very great morphological differences, in spite 
of the proto-Lysippian posture and eyes, it is necessary 
to examine very carefully the evidence on which the 
assumption is based. It is true that the somewhat 
careless execution of the statue at Delphi suggests that 
it may be a copy; but certainly it does not prove it, and 
exact copies of statues in good Greek times are not to 
be expected.** It is true that the close similarity of the 
inscriptions suggests some kind of relation between 
the statues, and that Lysippos assuredly did not copy 
the Agias at Delphi; but identity or similarity of sub- 
ject might have suggested to the dedicator a repetition 
of the epigram, whoever the sculptor was. It is true 
that the Agias has some distinction, especially in the 
face, and that in some important features of style it 
seems to be a forerunner of the apoxyomenos ; but the 
influence of Skopas on Lysippos was recognized before 
the discovery of the Agias, and the qualities that sug- 
gest Lysippos may only be those of the Skopaic school. 
It is true that the statues of Agias, Telemachos, and 
Agelaos are bound together both by their style and by 





°° Furtwangler, Ueber Statuenkopieen in Alterthum, p. 8 (Abh. Bayer. 
Akad. Wiss., XX, 1896-7, p. 532) ; Hyde, OV M, p. 304, note 1. 
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the inscriptions in a way that suggests that they may 
have been copied from a group complete in itself; but 
the closely related epigrams may be explained by their 
similar achievements and by the fact that they were 
brothers, and the resemblance in style by the hypothesis 
that one sculptor made all the nude figures in the 
Delphi group. It may be noted that the foot** tenta- 
tively attributed to Sisyphos II shows close stylistic 
relations with the Agias; yet the Sisyphos II could 
hardly have formed part of any group that did not 
include all the rest of the statues at Delphi.*° 

Clearly the connection between the Agias and Ly- 
sippos does not rest on irrefragable evidence. Several 
_definite arguments against it have been adduced by 
~Wolters.* He observes that the group at Delphi was 
placed i in a building that already existed and fitted it 
admirably ; hence it was probably designed for it. The 
force of this argument is undeniable, as against those 
who regard the whole group at Delphi as copied from 
Lysippos; but it offers no objection to the theory that 
an original group of three was repeated with addi- 
tions. Wolters also thinks that the mention of Phar- 
salos in the inscriptions of Agias and Daochos I would 
be unnatural if the inscriptions were written for Phar- 
salos. This objection appears to be without force, 
especially as “Pharsalos” or “Pharsalian” appears in 
the fragmentary inscription which precedes the Agias 
epigram in Pharsalos. 

He argues also that the difference between the two 
inscriptions shows that the monument in Pharsalos was 
the later one. The Pythian victories, three at Delphi, 
are five at Pharsalos, and the expression in the Phar- 
salian inscription is singularly awkward. As far as 


“AJ.A., XIII, 1909, p. 467. 


* Gardiner and Smith make the Sieypues II the only addition to the 
Pharsalian group (A.J.A., XIII, 1909, p. 474). 


™ Sitzb. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., 1913, Arch. Bemerkungen, pp. 40-50. 
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the difference in number is concerned, the most plausi- 
ble explanation is that given long ago by Preuner,** 
that the number had to be reduced to accord with the 
official records at Delphi. The language of the Phar- 
salian inscription, however, is indeed very strained. It 
is not that it lacks literary grace—none of the epi- 
grams are masterpieces—but that the expression is 
unnatural and such as would never occur to any man 
if he were writing independently. It is difficult to re- 
sist Wolters’s conclusion that the epigram at Pharsalos 
is the result of a mechanical change in the epigram at 
Delphi; hence, that the latter was earlier; hence, that 
the work of Lysippos at Pharsalos was later than the 
statues at Delphi and that they have no connection 
with Lysippos. We need not concern ourselves unduly 
with the motives that led to the change in the epigram. 
Probably the Pharsalian version represents a family 
tradition that was denied utterance at Delphi; con- 
ceivably the researches of Aristotle had shown that 
Agias had won more victories than had been remem- 
bered.*® 

Wolters notes also that there is a difficulty about 
the epigram of Telemachos. He claims the same num- 
ber of victories as Agias; now the number of Agias’s 
victories was not the same at Delphi as at Pharsalos; 
hence the Telemachos inscription, which is more 
spirited than most of them and shows no sign of alter- 
ation, was written for the group at Delphi. Yet there 
could hardly have been any group at Pharsalos with- 
out Telemachos, and his epigram, as has been noted, 
fits very naturally into the series. The dedicator 
would surely not have allowed Telemachos to be de- 
prived of any of his victories simply because he had 
been forced to acquiesce in a reduction in the case of 
Agias. Nevertheless, this consideration can not be 


* Ein Delphisches Weithgeschenk, p. 36. 
% So Pomtow, in Dittenberger, Sylloge®, I, p. 483. 
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given great weight. The fact that two brothers won 
the same number of victories is one in which tradition 
would probably not err; and the same records which, 
according to Preuner’s theory, caused a reduction in 
the number of Agias’s victories would have a similar 
effect in the case of Telemachos. 

I have attempted to present fairly all the argu- 
ments for and against the connection of the Agias with 
Lysippos. The arguments for it are weak; at best 
they justify a presumption, which hardly withstands 
the test of a comparison between the Agias and certi- 
fied Lysippian works. The definite arguments against 
it are also weak, except that drawn from the statement 
of the number of victories in the inscription at Phar- 
salos. This objection has not equally impressed all 
students, but to me it is convincing. I conclude, there- 
fore, that the statue at Pharsalos was set up after the 
one at Delphi, and that we have no reason for associat- 
ing the latter with Lysippos in any way. Probably 
when Alexander saw it he felt sorry for Daochos, who 
was a friend and partisan of Macedon, and asked 
Lysippos to make a good statue to be set up at 
Pharsalos. 


CHAPTER VII 


STATUES OF DEITIES 


In the preceding chapters consideration has been 
given to the works that might be expected to furnish 
the most reliable evidence no Lysippian style. It has 
proved possible to gain an idea, reliable so far as it 
goes, of his manner, by which the attribution to him of 
other statues may be tested. From now on it seems 
better to discuss his works in order according to their 
subject, beginning with his representations of Zeus. 

Among the works of Lysippos at Sikyon was a 
statue of Zeus.’ Pausanias gives no description of the 
statue, though he says that it was placed in the open 
agora. A Sikyonian coin of the time of Caracalla 
shows a figure of Zeus that may well be imitated from 
this statue.” The god is nude; he holds a long scepter 
in his left hand, and a thunderbolt in his right. The 
weight rests on the right leg; the left leg is drawn back, 
apparently into about the same position as the right 
leg of the apoxyomenos. It is apparently impossible 
to tell, in the present condition of the coin, the direc- 
tion in which the head was turned. The proportions 
are Lysippian; the posture appears to be Lysippian; 
and the outstretched right arm would suggest that the 
statue copied, if any statue was copied, was of bronze. 

Except for the position of the legs, this type of 
Zeus was familiar before the time of Lysippos, as was 
seen in chapter I. Numerous existing figures fol- 
low the type in a general way;* some of them clearly 
illustrate pre-Lysippian style, but some may well have 
been influenced by the statue in Sikyon. The best of 


1Pausanias, II 9, 6 (App. 1, 21); Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 2. 


?Imhoof-Blumer and Gardner, Num. Comm. on Pau., pl. H, 10; 
JcHGSe) Nile 885) ps 7ee 
*See Bulle, in Roscher, Lexikon, III, 2, 2884 ff. 
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these is a bronze found at Paramythia and now in the 
British Museum (Plate 21, A).* The body is not so 
slender as might be expected from Lysippos, but the 
head is small. The musculature in general is less rich 
than in the apoxyomenos and the triangular opening 
between the muscles at the waist does not appear; but 
an early work of the master might well have this ap- 
pearance. The bronze shows a somewhat singular treat- 
ment of the hair: there is a distinct “mane,” but it is 
not formed, as in most heads of Zeus, by the ends of 
long locks confined by a fillet; on the contrary the hair 
behind the “mane” consists of short wisps, like the hair 
of the apoxyomenos. In the Alexander Azara a sort of 
“mane” is formed by brushing back locks of the same 
length as those on the back of the head, but in the 
Zeus it seems that the locks in the “mane” must be 
longer than the others. This is evident only on close 
inspection; at a casual glance the individual locks are 
not seen at all and the hair has the appearance of a 
richly curling mass. We are reminded that Lysippos 
was a specialist in the treatment of the hair; and con- 
sidering also that his fabulous productiveness might 
be explained on the assumption that he made many 
small figures, one is inclined to suggest that this splen- 
did little figure may be a production of the master’s 
own hand. In so small a statuette a comparison of 
details with other Lysippian works is impossible ; hence 
the hypothesis can not be proved and, in recompense, 
can not be disproved either. At any rate the bronze 
will aid us in visualizing the Zeus of Lysippos. 

Two other bronzes, one in Vienna® and one in 
Naples® may be mentioned also as corresponding 
closely to the coin-type and suggesting in proportions 
and style the influence of Lysippos. The bronze Zeus 


*No. 275; Walters, Catalogue of Bronzes, pl. VII; Select Bronzes, 
pl. XX; Cook, Zeus, II, 1, pp. 74 f., fig. 685. 


°Von Sacken, pl. II, 3 and p. 9; Reinach, Répertoire, II 3, 5. 
®Inv. no. 5036. 
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in Evreux,’ almost half life-size, has much less swing 
and life than the bronze in the British Museum. [If it 
accurately reproduces any original, that original was 
hardly earlier than Lysippos; as tangible evidence we 
may note the presence of the triangular opening be- 
tween the muscles at the waist. Yet the general treat- 
ment of anatomy does not suggest any strong influence 
of Lysippos. 

A small bronze in Copenhagen® corresponds to the 
coin-type in position and may be termed Lysippian in 
general style, though details are not now discernible; 
there is a garment around the shoulders and the left 
arm. A small bronze in the museum at Catania may 
be described in the same way, but the garment is on 
the left shoulder only, the left foot is set back only 
slightly; the left arm below the elbow is lacking. In 
the museum at Syracuse there is a similar figure, which 
lacks the hands and parts of the feet. Bronze no. 1 in 
the Bibliotheque Nationale, reversed throughout as 
compared with the coin-type, is quite Lysippian in style. 
A bronze in Frankfurt (Plate 21, C),° lacking the left 
arm and left foot, has the weight resting on the left leg 
instead of the right as in the coin-type, but the arms 
were in the position shown on the coin. Though the 
workmanship of the bronze is not good, it shows Lysip- 
pian style in its slenderness, elasticity, and treatment of 
anatomy. No. 5 in the Bibliothéque Nationale is 
similar. 

The cult-statue in the temple of Zeus Nemeios at 
Argos, near the northwest corner of the agora,*® was 
also a work of Lysippos.** In this case Pausanias tells 

™ Album des Musées de Province, pl. 2; Reinach, Musée de St. Ger- 
main, frontispiece; Catalogo della Mostra archeologica nelle Terme di 


Diocleziano, p. 89; Reinach, Répertoire, I 194, 5. Cf. Klein, Gesch. d. 
griech. Kunst, I1, pp. 356 f. 


® Thorwaldsen Museum, no. 37. 

* Kurzes Verzeichnis*, p. 35, no. 169. Height 11 cm. 

 Boethius, in Strena Philologica Upsaliensis, p. 269. 

 Pausanias, II 20, 3 (App. 1, 22); Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 3. 
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us that the statue was standing. Certain Argive coins 
of imperial times show a figure of Zeus which is per- 
haps imitated from this work.’* The type persists 
through several reigns, so it very probably reproduces 
some statue. The figure has been described as nude, 
but in the Hunterian example of the coin a garment, 
flung over the left shoulder, is perceptible. The god’s 
left hand rests on his hip, while his right holds the 
long scepter. The position of the feet appears to be 
much the same as in the apoxyomenos, but reversed: 
the right leg is the “Standbein.” If at Sikyon Lysippos 
followed a standard type in his statue of Zeus, at 
Argos he introduced a novelty in the hand placed on 
the hip. Apparently it won little favor: I have not 
observed any work in the round which reproduces ex- 
actly, or even reversed, the coin-type. A relief at a 
fortress near Alyzia,’* where Lysippos worked, differs 
only in that the right hand grasps the spear or scepter 
at a higher point. Some resemblance to the coin-type 
may be seen in the Hellenistic portrait statue in the 
Museo Nazionale at Rome** and in a marble statuette 
of Poseidon in the British Museum,’® which has a 
similar position. Both show a general influence ‘of 
Lysippos, but both have the scepter on the same side 
as the “Spielbein.” 

This latter position appears also in a bronze statu- 
ette found at Dodona and now in Berlin.’® It is quite 
uncertain whether it is a Zeus or a Poseidon. The 


“ Tmhoof-Blumer and Gardner, op. cit., pl. K, no. 28; J.H.S., VI, p. 
85; Macdonald, Hunterian Collection, Il, pl. XX XIX, no. 13, p. 154; 
Frazer, Pausanias, vol. III, p. 194. 

* Heuzey, Le Mont Olympe et lAcarnanie, pl. XII. I am told that 
a good photograph will soon be published in a book by Noack, which 
will deal with Akarnanian sites. 

“Hyde, OV M, p. 73, with references; Paribeni, Mus. Naz. Rom.*, 
p. 195, no. 474. For its Lysippian character see Schick, in Neue Jahr- 
biicher, XXXIII, 1914, pp. 18-29. 

* Smith, Catalogue of Sculpture, III, no. 1540. 

® Kekulé and Winnefeld, Bronzen aus Dodona, pp. 24-27, pls. IV-V; 
Reinach, Répertoire, 1V 20, 3; discussed briefly by Sieveking, Sammlung 
Loeb, pp. 46 £. Kekulé emphasizes its Lysippian character. 
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anatomy is represented with much naturalistic detail 
in some places, including the feet and hands, and is 
somewhat stylized elsewhere, for example in the folds 
below the breasts; but in general it suggests the influ- 
ence of Lysippos, as do the proportions. The treatment 
of the hair resembles that seen in the Azara Alexander. 
The details of the countenance do not bear the Lysip- 
pian impress; and it is not to be supposed that the early 
Hellenistic artist who made this beautiful figure in- 
tended it as a copy from anybody. But we can gain 
from it a fairly good general idea of the appearance of 
some of Lysippos’s statues of the greater deities. 

A third statue of Zeus was at Megara.*’ In the 
same temple were muses, also by Lysippos; and it is 
usually assumed that the muses and the Zeus belonged 
to a group. The language of Pausanias, however, by 
no means requires this; indeed in his expression 
“muses and a bronze Zeus” the mention of the mate- 
rial indicates either that the muses were not bronze or 
that it was necessary to specify the “bronze Zeus” in 
order to distinguish it from some other Zeus in the 
temple. The first would prove, and the second would 
strongly indicate, that the Zeus and the muses did not 
belong together. There is a type of Zeus on Megarian 
coins’® that seems to reproduce a statue, since it occurs 
frequently and seems sometimes to stand on a base. 
He is nude and striding to the right; the left hand is 
stretched out in front and holds an eagle, according 
to the commentators, while the right is drawn back 
and hurls the thunderbolt. The figure is slender and 
might be considered Lysippian. It appears in the il- 
lustration, however, that the hair is long and flowing, 
which should indicate a much older statue ; but Pausan- 
ias, who usually mentions “ancient” things, does not 
speak of any such figure in Megara. If Lysippos made 


™ Pausanias, I 43, 6 (App. 1, 23) ; Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 4. 


* Imhoof-Blumer and Gardner, op. cit., pl. A4; J.H.S., VI, 1885, 
p. 54; Cook, Zeus, II, 2, p. 1139, fig. 960. 
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a figure of this kind he was following a type which 
had come down from the geometric age.’® 

Much the most famous of the statues of Zeus by 
Lysippos was the colossus at Tarentum.”° Weare told 
that it was placed in the agora, that it was bronze, and 
that it was second only to the Colossus of Rhodes in 
size, being forty cubits, 58 feet, in height. Pliny re- 
lates that it could be moved by the hand. Jex-Blake’s 
translation, ‘turned round,” is not in the Latin, and 
the meaning seems clearly to be that the statue could 
be slightly rocked. This is not wholly incredible, if it 
was a seated statue. The Colossus of Rhodes, to be 
sure, was a standing figure,”* and an author desiring 
to emphasize the magnitude of the statue at Tarentum 
might well have stated that the difference in height 
between the two was due partly to a difference in pos- 
ture, if this was the fact; but the notices of the Taren- 
tine statue are so casual that little weight can be 
attached to this consideration. 

This statue was second in fame, though a very poor 
second, among the representations of Zeus known 
through literature, and we should expect to find some 
imitations of it, though of course a true copy of so 
large a statue is out of the question. Our clue by 
which to identify such imitations is found in the column 
mentioned by Pliny; however mistaken his belief as to 
the purpose of the column, that belief could hardly 
have arisen unless a column had been there. Now we 


* See Casson, in J.H.S., XLII, 1922, pp. 211-212; Cook, Zeus, II, 2, 
pp. 1222-1224. 


*® App. 1, 18-20 a; Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 1. The statue 1s 
doubtless included among those referred to by Livy (XXVII 16, 8; App. 
1, 20 a), but no sound inferences as to its appearance can be drawn from 
Livy’s vague remark. 

™ Since this is generally agreed and rests on irrefragable evidence 
it seems unnecessary to discuss it, though F. Préchac (R. Arch., IX, 
1919, pp. 64-76) has tried to show that the Colossus belonged to a chariot 
group. He has suggested the same erroneous hypothesis for the colossus 
of Nero (C. R. Acad. Insc., 1914, pp. 231-242), which displaced the 
Tarentine Zeus as second in size. 
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find representations of Zeus in a Pompeii painting 
and a relief in Naples which evidently reflect one 
original, and in both cases a column is present.?* The 
god is seated on an elaborate throne, over which a robe 
is placed. Zeus himself is entirely nude above the 
waist. His right elbow is placed on the back of the 
throne, and his chin rests on the right hand. This, the 
striking feature of the representation, lends an air of 
human weariness to the ever-watchful Zeus; a sugges- 
tion unusual and somewhat startling, like the weari- 
ness of Herakles. From the two imitations we can 
gain little idea of the details of the original, but it ap- 
pears in the relief that there is an effective mass of 
hair above the forehead. The identification is very 
probable, and we are thereby enabled to gain a good 
general idea of one of the sculptor’s greatest master- 
pieces. 

We have, however, no accurate copy of any of Ly- 
sippos’s statues of Zeus, and the bronzes that have been 
mentioned, though they suggest to us the appearance 
of the Lysippian statues, give little idea of his treat- 
ment of the head. Next to Pheidias, Lysippos was 
the leading maker of statues of Zeus among all the 
Greek sculptors, and it is certain that his influence 
would be felt in later representations of the god. The 
famous mask found at Otricoli (Plate 22) is the best 
representative of an ideal of Zeus which appears, with 
various modifications, ina great number of monuments. 
In spite of the overwhelming prestige of the Zeus of 


* Cook, Zeus, I, pp. 34-36, frontispiece and pls. 1 and 2. On the 
painting cf. Overbeck, KM, Atlas, pl. 1, 39; Helbig, Wandgemdalde, pp. 
30 f., no. 101. On the relief : Overbeck, of. cit., Atlas, pl. 3, 16; Ruesch, 
Guida’, pp. 94 f., no. 289. 

For its Lysippian character see Klein, Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Ul, 
p. 357. Recent discussion: Poulsen, Collection Ustinow, pp. 15-17, with 
citations; Dickins, Hellenistic Sculpture, pp. 23 f.; Helbig, Fiihrer’, I, 
pp. 188-191, no. 288, with bibliography. A new example found at 
Sabrata in Tripoli: Gnomon, I, 1925, pp. 178 f. De Bosis, in a lecture 
at the University of Illinois in 1925, showed a picture of an example 
recently found near Praeneste and said that it was better than the 
Otricoli mask. 
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Pheidias, it was the Otricoli type which became the 
canonical one for later antiquity. Undoubtedly it was 
created in the later fourth century or early Hellenistic 
period, and it is highly probable a priori that the cre- 
ator was Lysippos. This is confirmed by a consider- 
ation of the morphology. The eyes are in every detail 
amazingly like those of the apoxyomenos; the fore- 
head, though high, the nose, and the open mouth are 
also Lysippian. The impressive “mane,” which con- 
tributes so largely to the majesty of the head, is a 
feature that would be expected from an artist who was 
noted for his treatment of the hair. 

It would be risky to say that the Otricoli mask 
itself and the other heads that correspond to it closely 
were copied directly from Lysippos. Technical pecu- 
liarities seem to indicate an original which was not 
bronze, and the bronze statuette** of which the head 
corresponds most closely to the mask shows little 
Lysippian character in body. Amelung may therefore 
be right in naming Bryaxis as the author of the imme- 
diate prototype of the mask; but if so, it was Bryaxis 
under the strong influence of some creation of his 
greater contemporary.” 

There are instances, however, in which a head 
which may be included in the Otricoli type, if that 
term is understood in a somewhat broad sense, is united 
with a Lysippian body. A figure in Dresden (Plate 23) 
is an example.”*® The weight rested on the right leg; the 
left leg was advanced. The left arm held the long 
scepter, while the right, now lost, apparently came 
almost straight down from the shoulder; a mark on 
the outside of the thigh probably indicates a support- 
ing bar for the hand. In a figure in the British 
Museum the left leg is the ‘““Standbein” and the scepter 


*In Constantinople; B.C.H., IX, 1885, pl. XIV. 
> So Waldhauer (Lisipp, pp. 26 f. and fig. 11). 
* Herrmann, Verzeichnis, no. 158. 
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is held on that side;?’ some object, probably the thun- 
derbolt, was held in the lowered right hand. A gar- 
ment passes from the left shoulder behind the back 
and over the right forearm. A fine seated figure of 
Zeus found at Khamissa”* has a noble head resembling 
the Otricoli mask in a general way. 

Other Lysippian heads which represent or may 
represent Zeus may be mentioned. One is a head in 
Naples,”*® called Asklepios. The eyes and lips resemble 
those of the apoxyomenos, and the beard is somewhat 
like that worn by Socrates in certain portraits which 
we shall refer to Lysippos. There is a fillet and 
“mane.” A head in the Palazzo dei Conservatori®® 
resembles the apoxyomenos closely in the forehead and 
eyes and has the usual “mane.” A head called As- 
klepios (probably rightly) in the Salle de la Pallas de 
Velletri in the Louvre*’ resembles the apoxyomenos 
considerably in the mouth, eyes, and forehead. 

We are told by Lucian** that Lysippos made for 
the Corinthians a bronze statue of Poseidon. It was 
suggested by Lange** and has been accepted by many 
later investigators that the statue mentioned was the 
cult statue of the temple of Poseidon in the Isthmian 
sanctuary. The only foundation for this belief is the 
fact that Lucian groups Lysippos’s statue with the 
Parthenos and Olympian Zeus of Pheidias. These 
statues are mentioned because they were famous mas-_ 
terpieces, however, not because they were temple 
statues; and the only inference that can be drawn as 
to Lysippos’s Poseidon is that it was highly esteemed. 


* Walters, Catalogue of Bronzes, no. 786. 

78 Known to me by the cast in Algiers; I think the statue is in Guelma. 
7 Ruesch, Guida’, p. 95, no. 292. 

*® Sala degli Orti Lamiani, no. 9; Jones, p. 132, pl. 47. 

* Frohner, Notice, no. 37; present number 626. 

Zeus Tragoedus 9 (App. 1, 24); Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 6. 
*% Das Motiv des aufgestiitzten Fusses, pp. 31 ff. 
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The temple in the Isthmian sanctuary was small,** and 
it would have been absurd to compare its statue with 
the Athena or the Zeus. Furthermore the temple was 
built, as is shown by the scanty remains*® (if they are 
correctly referred to the temple), about the middle of 
the sixth century; whence it is highly probable that 
the cult-statue was made long before the time of Lysip- 
pos. It is probably to be recognized in the seated 
figure which appears on several coins.**° On one of 
the coins a victorious athlete faces the god. On an- 
other Athena approaches him; perhaps there is an 
allusion here to the special position of the Athenians 
at the Isthmian games.** 

Many authorities have seen a copy of the Lysippian 
Poseidon in the colossal statue in the Lateran (Plate 
24). Lange, one of the early protagonists of this view, 
relied on certain evidence which will be discussed 
later ;°° it may suffice here to say that recent students 
have placed little confidence in it. For other reasons, 
however, the type has been attributed to Lysippos by 
Collignon,*® Von Mach,*® Michaelis,*? Klein,*? Over- 
beck,** Percy Gardner,** and Waldhauer.*® Loewy,** 
Richardson,** and Cultrera*® are also inclined to this 
opinion. Bulle,*? however, denies that there is any Ly- 


“ Pausanias, II 1,7 (App. 1, 25). Numismatic evidence indicates that 
it was tetrastyle prostyle or amphiprostyle; Imhoof-Blumer and Gard- 
ner, op. cit., pl. D, 49-50; J.H.S., VI, 1885, p. 65. 

*® Gaz. Arch., 1X, 1884, pp. 358 f.; Frazer, Pausanias, vol. III, p. 
11. For later researches see ILoaxtixa, 1903, pp. 14-17. 

*Tmhoof-Blumer and Gardner, op. cit., pl. D, 54-56; J.H.S., VI, 
1885, pp. 65-66. 

* Plutarch, Theseus, 25. 

* Tn connection with the Medici Aphrodite, in chapter VIII. 

° Lysippe, pp. 70 f. * Handbook, p. 252. 

“ Springer-Michaelis’, p. 297. “ Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, 11, pp. 366 f. 

* Griechische Plastik‘, Il, p. 151. 

STU aEdaS) eX OVG LOOS Ds ZOO eISIpP. peiZo: 

“ Griechische Plastik, p. 105. “ Greek Sculpture, p. 233. 

* Memorie det Lincei, XIV, 1910, pp. 239 ff. 

* Roscher, Lexikon, III, 2, cols. 2890 ff. 
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sippian character in the Lateran type, and his conclu- 
sions are accepted by Amelung,°® who suggests Bryaxis 
as the author, and by Lippold.°* Six®? would attribute 
it to the shadowy Euphranor. 


The representations of Poseidon in the general 
scheme of the Lateran statue—that is, with one foot 
placed on some elevation—are very numerous. The 
following list is founded on that given by Bulle.°* 


1. Rome, Lateran Museum.  Benndorf-Schone, D. ant. 
Bildw, d. Lat. Mus., no. 287; Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 9; Rein- 
ach, Répertoire, II 27, 1; without restorations, I 428, 5; Helbig, 
Fiihrer®, II, p. 25, no. 1188, with bibliography ; Brunn-Bruck- 
mann, 243; Bulle, Der schéne Mensch?, pl. 73; Von Mach, 
University Prints, no. 239. The head: Overbeck, KM, Atlas, 
XI, 1-2. Principal restorations: r. hand, 1. arm, both legs 
below knees, ship’s prow, dolphin. 

2. Tunis, Musée Alaoui, C 949. Musée Alaowi (1907), p. 
31; Reinach, op. cit., TV 19, 6. R. foot raised, head looks down; 
feet lost. 

3. Dresden, Albertinum. Herrmann, Verzeichnis d. ant. 
Original-Bildwerke, p. 42, no. 157; Reinach, op. cit., I 428, 2; 
Becker, Augusteum, II, pl. 47; Overbeck, KM, Atlas, pl. XII, 
31. The head: Overbeck, l.c., pl. XI, 6. R. foot raised, on 
dolphin ; otherwise close to no. 1. Half life size. 

4. British Museum. Smith, Catalogue of Sculpture, II, p. 
186, no. 1242; Reinach, op. cit., III 10, 9. R. foot raised; 
head and feet lost. Half life size. 

5. Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum; room IX, case 9, 
no. 69. Marble statuette; right foot raised. 

6. Zurich, bronze statuette. Reinach, op. cit., 11 27,2. R. 
foot raised, on rock. 

7. Cologne, bronze statuette. Reinach, op. cit., III 10, 5. 
R. foot raised. 

8. Louvre, bronze statuette. No. 514; De Ridder, Les 
bronzes antiques du Louvre, I, p. 76, pl. 38. R. foot raised. 

9. Louvre, bronze statuette. No. 515; De Ridder, op. cit., 
I, p. 76, pl. 38. Reinach, op. cit., V 13,4. R. foot raised ; more 
erect than no. 1. 


° Helbig, Fithrer®, II, pp. 25 f. * In Pauly-Wissowa. 
Tb. Arch. I., XXIV, 1909, p. 25. 
58 Roscher, Lexikon, III, 2, cols. 2888 ff. 
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10. British Museum, bronze statuette. Walters, Catalogue 
of Bronzes, p. 176, no. 961. R. foot raised, on prow. 

11. British Museum, bronze statuette. Walters, op. cit., 
p. 176, no. 962. R. foot raised, on rock. 

12. Vevey, bronze statuette. Reinach, op. cit., V 12,3. R. 
foot raised, on rock. 

13. Louvre, bronze statuette. No. 248. Reinach, op. cit., 
II 27, 6. R. foot raised, on low rock. 

14. Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, bronze statuette. Rein- 
ach, op. cit., II 27, 5; Babelon-Blanchet, no. 830. R. foot 
raised, on globe. Inexact. 

15. Constantinople. Mendel, Catalogue des Sculptures, III, 
p. 17, no. 814; Reinach, op. cit., V 13, 5. L. foot raised; more 
slender than no. 1. 

16. Zagreb. Reinach, op. cit., IV 19, 5. L. foot raised. 

17. Rome. Villa Albani, marble statuette. Reinach, op. 
cit., II 27, 3; Helbig, Fiihrer?, no. 880; Overbeck, KM, Atlas, 
XII, 30. L. foot raised, on prow which is new. 

18. Eleusis, marble statuette. Reinach, op. cit., II 27, 4; 
Memorie det Lincei, XIV, 1910, p. 241; Ath. Mitt., XXXII, 
1907, p. 389; Roscher, Lexikon, III, 2, col. 2890, fig. 19. L. 
foot raised, on dolphin. 

19. Candia, marble statuette. No. 250. L. foot raised. 
Here pl. 25. 

20. Pergamon, marble statuette. Reinach, op. cit., 1V 20, 
7; Ath. Mitt., XXXII, 1907, p. 389. Only legs and 1. arm. L. 
foot raised, on dolphin. 

Coins 

1. Demetrios Poliorketes. Gardner, Types of Greek Coins, 
pl. XII, 2; Helbig, Fiihrer?, II, p. 26;’Eq. ’Agy., 1903, pl. 7. 
R. foot raised, on rock. 

2. Bruttium. Gardner, op. cit., pl. XI, 37. R. foot saised, 
on Ionic capital. 

3. Corinth, Roman period. Imhoof-Blumer and Gardner, 
Numismatic Commentary on Pausanias, pl. D, 53. R. foot 
raised, on rock. In the text (J.H.S., VI, 1885, p. 65) the 
authors describe other similar coins of Corinth. 

4. Argos. Svoronos, To ’Edvxov Movoeiov, I, p. 86, figs. 
74-75. Left foot raised, on rock; fig. 75 shows the statue in a 
building. Fig. 76 is a third coin, which seems to be an inexact 
repetition of the design in fig. 75. 

5. Hermione, Roman period. Imhoof-Blumer and Gard- 
ner, op. cit., pl. GG 17; J.H.S., VIII, p. 58. L. foot raised, 
on rock. 
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6. Phokaia, Roman period. Poseidon and Athena, facing. 
Imhoof-Blumer, Kleinasiatische Miinzen, pl. III, 18. L. foot 
raised, on rock. 

7. Patrai, Roman period. Overbeck, KM, II, 2, Miinz- 
tafel VI, 3. 

Other coins with designs more or less similar are shown 
in Overbeck, l.c., and discussed by him, op. cit., pp. 293-298. 

GrEMs 

1. Cameo in Cabinet des Medailles. Reinach, Répertoire 
de Reliefs, II 236, 1. Poseidon and Athena; 1. foot raised. 

2. Cameo in Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum. Over- 
beck, KM, II, 2, Gemmentafel II, 8; Baumeister, Denkméaler, II, 
col. 1390; Arneth, Antike Cameen d. k. k. Miinz- u. Antiken- 
Cab., pl. 11. L. foot raised, on rock; 1. arm rests on leg but 
does not cross it; 1. hand holds mappa, as signal which started 
the games. Around the figure, symbolic representations of the 
Isthmus and the games. 

Intaglios : 

3. Overbeck, op. cit., Gemmentafel, II, 3. R. foot raised, 
on rock. 

4. Overbeck, /.c., II, 6. R. foot raised, on prow. 

5. Overbeck, l.c., II, 7. R. foot raised. 

Bulle names also others which reproduce the type more or 
less exactly: Furtwangler, Die Ant. Gemmen, I, pl. XXX, 17 
and 19; Furtwangler, Geschnittene Steine in Berlin, 3452-3463 ; 
three unpublished gems in Arndt Collection, Munich. Of all 
the gems, including the five enumerated above, he says that 
the left foot is raised in only two cases and that in twelve 
instances the raised foot rests on a prow. 


PAINTINGS 


Pompeii. Helbig, Wandgemiilde, no. 171; Overbeck, KM, 
Atlas, XII, 22. R. foot raised. 
Pompeii. Helbig, I.c., no. 172. R. foot raised. 


Mosaic 
Pompeii. Overbeck, KM, II, 2, p. 313, fig. 10. 


RELIEF 


Trajan column. Reinach, Répertoire de Reliefs, I 351; cf. 
Strong, Roman Sculpture, p. 187. One of three statues on an 
arch; |. foot raised. 

Puteal in Cordova. Reinach, op. cit., II 191, 1. Close to 
Eleusis type. 
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Smyrna. Reinach, op. cif., II 110, 7. L. foot raised. 
Overbeck, KM, II, 2, p. 304, 1-5, enumerates other reliefs 
which are more or less closely related to the type in question. 


GLass 


Berlin, Antiquarium. Bowl, no. 2129. Poseidon with sea- 
beasts. R. foot raised. 


OTHER PosEIpONS WITH RAISED Foot 


Dresden. Herrmann, Verzeichnis d. ant. Original-Bild- 
werke, p. 42, no. 160; Reinach, Répertoire de la Statuaire, I 
428, 1; Becker, Augusteum, II, pl. 40; Overbeck, KM, Atlas, 
pl XIE, 32. ‘The head: fc., pl. XI, 10. L. foot on dolphin, 
only slightly raised; garment around back and legs. 

Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum, bronze statuette ; room 
XV, case 13, no. 1109. Reinach, op. cit., II 28, 4; Von Sacken, 
Die ant. Bronzen des k. k. Miinz- u. Antiken-Cabinets, pl. VI, 
1; Roscher, Lexikon, III, 2, col. 2895, fig. 24. L. foot on prow, 
slightly raised; 1. hand holds trident; r. hand holds dolphin, to 
front and side at level of waist; hair in impressive mane. 

Budapest, National Museum. Same type, less well pre- 
served; |. foot on low rock. 


Nos. 1-12 contain no significant difference from 
the Lateran statue except that in some cases, notably 
nos. 3 and 11, the head clearly does not look down. 
Coins 1 and 2, gem 3, and the mosaic also correspond 
closely. Nos. 18-20, corresponding closely to one 
another, evidently are copied from a different original: 
the left foot is raised instead of the right, the left fore- 
arm lies along the thigh and does not cross it, and there 
is a garment on the thigh. The cameo representing 
the Isthmian festival (no. 2) and the relief in Cordova 
are certainly derived from this type, which may be 
called the Eleusis type. Nos. 13-14, with the right 
foot raised, and nos. 15-17, with the left foot raised, do 
not follow closely either original or any third original, 
so far as can be judged. The coin of Hermione (no. 
5) probably reproduces the statue of Poseidon which 
Pausanias saw there,°* though the statue had its foot 

 Pausanias, II 35, 1 (App. 1, 26). 
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on a dolphin instead of a rock. The Argive coins 
(no. 4), showing the figure within a building, are quite 
certainly copied from a statue. The type is the same 
as in the Hermione coins, and the statue reproduced 
might possibly be the same, since Hermione belonged 
to Argos in part of its history; but Pausanias implies 
that the statue at Hermione was in the open. It is 
singular that these statues, whose location is known to 
us, are not represented by any copies in sculpture. 

The only clue to the original home of the Eleusis 
type is found in its occurrence on the Vienna cameo; 
and that is no clue at all, because it is the god himself 
who is represented there and no statue. The persistent 
occurrence of Poseidon in the general scheme under 
discussion on coins of Corinth does suggest strongly 
that some such statue stood there; but it was probably 
the original of the Lateran type. To judge from the 
number of its copies, it was much more highly esteemed. 
than the Eleusis type. Its occurrence on the coin of 
Demetrios Poliorketes is significant: it was at Corinth 
that the title of commander-in-chief was conferred on 
Demetrios in 303, and he might very naturally place a 
Corinthian statue on his coin. 

Cultrera believes that the Eleusis type is the one 
which closely copies an original by Lysippos.°® In this 
opinion he is influenced chiefly by the Agias and the 
“Jason,” both of which are very unreliable guides to 
Lysippian style. It is probable a priori that if Lysip- 
pos made any statue in this general scheme it was the 
one which proved most influential in later times, and 
that was not the original of the Eleusis type. Further- 
more the head of this type, especially as seen in the 
Candia copy, suggests strongly that the original was 
made some years before Lysippos was born. If that is 
true the man who made it introduced an admirable and 
profoundly appropriate motive into the representation 


% Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 1910, pp. 239 ff. 
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of Poseidon; but it was the later artist of the Lateran 
type who won the flattering imitation of antiquity. 

The Lateran type must be judged primarily by the 
Lateran statue, and it is difficult to find in it any 
evidence for the attribution to Lysippos. Richardson 
says that it has “Lysippian eyes,”°*® but they are Lysip- 
pian only in a very general sense. The head is large 
in proportion to the body. Little anatomical detail is 
shown, and the musculature is flabby and lifeless. The 
figure on the coin of Demetrios is slimmer and more 
powerful, and if our impression of the original were 
based on the coin we could ascribe it to Lysippos reason- 
ably enough. There is a difference also in the head, 
which in the coin-type does not look down but straight 
ahead; and it may be that more than one original are 
represented in the “Lateran type.” It seems on the 
whole probable, however, that there was only one and 
that the Lateran statue represents it with reasonable 
fidelity. If this is true the attribution to Lysippos is 
not plausible. 

Willers®’ would combine the Poseidon with the 
Praying Boy of Berlin®® in a group made by Boedas 
and originally in Tarentum. His arguments are 
ingenious but not convincing, and the group as recon- 
structed? will not commend itself to connoisseurs of 
art. If it be thought necessary to name the Adorans 
Taras and to place him in any group, surely it should 
be in the group shown on Tarentine coins,®° as sug- 
gested by Svoronos;** Willers’s reasons for rejecting 
this ®? are inadequate. The true conclusions about the 
Praying Boy, however, seem to be those reached by 


* Greek Sculpture, p. 233. 

Stud. zur griech. Kunst, pp. 127-159. 

"8 Hyde, OV M, pp. 130 ff., with citations; no. 2 in the museum. 
° Willers, op. cit., pl. XIII. SO pactia pls Xie 12-165 
“J. Int. Arch. Num., IV, 1901, pp. 94 f. Op. cit., pp. 142 f. 
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Lucas,** anticipated partly by Sauer :** that the statue 
is an original®® by Boedas son of Lysippos, which stood 
originally in Byzantium. 

Amelung and apparently Waldhauer™ follow Bulle 
in ascribing to Lysippos the original of a head of 
Poseidon in the Vatican,°’ which was perhaps found at 
Porcigliano. The Lysippian character of the fore- 
head, eyes, and nose is unmistakable, and the hair, with 
its locks wet with sea-water, reminds us of Pliny’s 
statement that Lysippos excelled “capillum expri- 
mendo.”°®* This head bears a close resemblance to the 
head of a bronze statuette in the Loeb collection,® 
which may, therefore, be accepted as reproducing the 
position of the original. The proportions of the statu- 
ette are as slender as in the apoxyomenos, if not more 
so. The musculature, though it seems somewhat soft, 
may be considered Lysippian. 

The head, in spite of its undeniably Lysippian ae 
acteristics, lacks dignity and nobility to an extent very 
surprising in a statue of so mighty a god, by a sculptor 
whose fame was based largely on portrayals of Zeus 
and Alexander. ‘The statuette similarly shows sensa- 
tionalism in the exaggerated swing of the figure and in 
the swaggering protrusion of the right arm. On the 
whole it is probable that the original was made not by 
Lysippos himself, but by a later artist who studied his 
manner closely but lacked his ability and his taste and 
exaggerated his mannerisms. A head of Zeus in 
Berlin (no. 291) has a similar character. 

® Neue Jahrbiicher, XXIX, 1912, pp. 112-123. 

* Philologus, LX VII, 1908, pp. 304-310. 

* On this point see Willers, of. cit., pp. 150-157. 

© Lisipp, p. 26 and fig. 10. 

™ Roscher, Lexikon, III 2, cols. 2892 ff.; Amelung, Skulpt. d. Vat. 


Mus., I, p. 719, pl. 77; Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, pl. 232; Brunn- 
Bruckmann, no. 140; Helbig, Fiihrer’, I, p. 62, no. 106. 

® N.H., XXXIV 65 (App. 1, 3). 

© Roscher, Lexikon, III, 2, col. 2892; Reinach Répertoire, IV 19, 2; 
Cecil Smith, Forman Collection, pl. V1; Sieveking, Sammlung Loeb, pp. 
41 ff., pls. 17-18; Neugebauer, Antike Bronzestattuetten, pl. 44. Sievek- 
ing is very confident of the Lysippian origin. 
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Mme. Maviglia believes that the Poseidon of Melos 
represents the Poseidon of Lysippos.‘® This figure has 
always been regarded as a Hellenistic work. Dickins 
sees in it primarily the influence of the second Per- 
gamene school, with influence also from other sources, 
including Lysippos.”* It is a melodramatic rendering 
of the sea-god, and seems certainly later than Lysippos, 
to say nothing of the sculptor of the Uffizi apoxy- 
omenos. 

Pausanias™ and Lucian’? mention a Dionysos of 
Lysippos. The statue mentioned by the former was in 
the sanctuary of the muses on Mt. Helikon; whether 
Lucian was speaking of the same work is uncertain. 
Pausanias implies, by immediately afterward speaking 
of another image of Dionysos as “the upright one,” 
that the statue by Lysippos had some other position; 
presumably it was seated. Further than that we have 
no indication of his mode of treatment. So far as I 
know no scholar has identified any figure of Dionysos 
as copied from Lysippos, though Farnell’* mentions 
two heads of Dionysos that show somewhat Lysippian 
styles” 

A group representing Apollo and Hermes in dispute 
for the possession of the lyre is mentioned by Pausa- 
nias in the same sentence with the Dionysos. Some 
critics, emending the text slightly, have assumed that 
the group was made by Lysippos, instead of, or as well 
as, the Dionysos.** Jamot found in the sanctuary some 
fragments of bronze figures and suggested that they 


 T’Attivita artistica di Lisippo, pp. 86 ff. 


" Hellenistic Sculpture, p. 63. Xa oO mu GAppail 28). 
% Zeus Tragoedus, 12 (App. 1, 29). Cf. Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, 
Ou 7s ™ Cults of the Greek States, V, p. 278. 


One in the Lateran (Benndorf-Schone, D. ant. Bildw. d. Lat. Mus., 
no. 236) ; another was in the Palazzo dei Conservatori. 


So Waldhauer (Lisipp, p. 13). 
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might belong to the Lysippian group.” It appears, 
however, that the fragments belong to Roman work” 
and that the group mentioned by Pausanias did not 
belong to Lysippos.”® 

The satyr in Athens was doubtless a work of some 
celebrity, since it found a place in Pliny’s list,®° but we 
have no description of it. It is the only work in Athens 
of which we hear, though one would suppose that 
Lysippos would have preferred to make a Zeus or a 
Herakles for the city of Praxiteles. It is not wholly 
impossible that Pliny’s brief phrase refers to the 
Seilenos-Dionysos group, to be discussed in the next 
chapter; but this is improbable, and no other satyr of 
distinct Lysippian character has been pointed out. A 
bronze statuette in Naples,*’ representing a flute-play- 
ing satyr, is thought by Bulle to be copied from an 
original made in the circle of Lysippos; the well-known 
figure in the Villa Borghese would be a Hellenistic 
modification of this original. It is risky to assume the 
existence of a Greek statue on the evidence of one 
Roman bronze. Mme. Maviglia** would recognize the 
work of Lysippos in the satyr playing with his tail; 
but that is probably later than Lysippos. Waldhauer 
tentatively ascribes the Borghese satyr itself to Lysip- 
pos; but it seems to represent a Hellenistic development 
of his style.** 

A particularly esteemed work of Lysippos, accord- 
ing to Pliny,** was his statue of Helios in a chariot, at 


™ B.C.H., XV, 1891, pp. 381-401. 


This is indicated especially by the type of shoe; cf. Stais, Marbres 
et Bronzes au Musée National’, p. 33. 


” On the textual point see Hitzig’s note ad lac. 

8 N.H., XXXIV 64 (App. 1, 3); Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 12. 
1 Finzelaufnahmen, 504; Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, fig. 30. 

"7 Attivita Artistica, pp. 104 ff. 


3 Tisipp, p. 25 and fig. 8. For the figure see also Von Mach, Uni- 
versity Prints, no. 282; Helbig, Fiihrer*, Il, p. 252, no. 1564; Reinach, 
Répertoire, II 50, 8. 


* N. H., XXXIV 63 (App. 1, 3). 
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Rhodes.*® We could hardly expect any exact copies of 
such a group, and no detailed description of it is given. 
Certain amphora stamps found at Rhodes contain a 
representation of Helios in a quadriga, and it has been 
suggested that they are derived from Lysippos’s 
work,®® since it was doubtless the most famous such 
group in Rhodes.*” This connection, if it were proved, 
would convey the very interesting information that 
all four horses were represented as rearing ;—or, 
as it would doubtless be in the mind of the artist, as 
ascending the sky. But a definite connection between 
the quadriga of Lysippos and the amphora stamps is, to 
say the least, uncertain. Of the various representa- 
tions of Helios in sculpture the head found at Trianda 
and now in Copenhagen** shows most Lysippian influ- 
ence. The eyes and nose are quite in his style. The 
face is longer than in the apoxyomenos, however, and 
in some respects the head distinctly suggests the 
Agias.*® It is almost the only piece of sculpture I 
know that can reasonably be regarded as marking a 
transition from the style of the Agias to that of the 
apoxyomenos. No distinct traces of Lysippian style 
can be traced in any other Helios that I have seen.®° 

It has been thought that Lysippos’s Zeus in Megara 
formed a group with muses;°’ at any rate he had a 
group of muses in the same temple. The muses, like 
the Zeus, are not described; but it can safely be assumed 
that they were fully clad figures, and if grouped with 


*° See chapter III for its location and probable date. 
* A. Maiuri, in Atene e Rome, I, 1920, pp. 133-137. 


*T disregard Préchac’s theory (supra, p. 139) that the Colossus of 
Chares was such a group (R. Arch., 1X, 1919, pp. 64-76). 


* Hartwig, in Rom. Mitt., II, 1887, pp. 159-166; Arndt, Glyptothéque 
Ny Carlsberg, pl. 118, p. 166. Arndt thinks it possible that the holes for 
the rays are modern and that the head is a portrait. 


* So Arndt and, according to him, Lechat. 


* For a discussion of various types see Shear, in 4.J.A., XX, 1916, 
pp. 283-298. 


* Pausanias, I 43, 6 (App. 1, 23). 
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Zeus they would probably be standing. Mnemosyne, 
their mother, as Zeus was their father, might very 
naturally form part of the group. 

There are of course a great many types preserved 
which correspond in general to a reasonable conception 
of these statues, without having any peculiarities that 
permit a definite attribution to any artist.°* Among 
the most admirable of these extant works are three 
statues found at Herculaneum and now at Dresden. 
Two of them are examples of one type, which closely 
resembles, in general style, the third statue. It is this 
work, primarily, which has been connected with Lysip- 
pos by Salomon Reinach,** who sees in it a copy of the 
Mnemosyne of Lysippos’s group. His conclusion has 
been accepted without qualification only by Sieve- 
king,®** so far as I know, though Bulle® and E. A. 
Gardner®® seem inclined to view it with some favor; 
Klein®’ says the figure is more Lysippian than any other 
feminine statue. Amelung,** Dickins®® and Arndt’ 
are determined champions of an attribution to the 
school of Praxiteles, or to Praxiteles himself. Mich- 
aelis’®’ believes that a Lysippian head has been placed 
on a Praxitelean body. Hekler’®* emphatically rejects 
the attribution to Lysippos. 

The Dresden lady, usually known as the “Grande 
Herculanaise,” is the best of a considerable series of 


"For various figures of muses see Lippold, in Rom. Mitt., XXXIII, 
1918, pp. 64-102. 

*R. Arch., XXXVII, 1900, pp. 380-403. 

* Einzelaufnahmen, no. 1292. 

* Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, col. 280. 

* 7.HS., XXVIII, 1908, p. 145. 

% Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, I], pp. 372 £. 

* Einzelaufnahmen, no. 1292, p. 39, note. 

® Hellenistic Sculpture, p. 38. 


1 Brunn-Bruckmann, text to pl. 558. So also Della Seta, Cron. B.A., 
1920, p. 54. 


11 Springer-Michaelis®, p. 297. 
1 RGmische weibliche Gewandstatuen, in Miinch. arch. Stud. d. 
Andenken Furtwinglers gewidmet, p. 127 
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replicas. Miss Van Deman enumerated twenty-six.’ 
Hekler’s brief list,’°* obviously made without knowl- 
edge of Miss Van Deman’s work and presumably not 
intended to be complete, nevertheless adds three exam- 
ples, and others have been published recently. As Miss 
Van Deman’s citations are not very full, it may be 
worth while to set down the whole list, retaining Miss 
Van Deman’s numbers for those known to her. 


1. Dresden, Albertinum: Herrmann, Verzeichnis, p. 71, 
no. 326; Brunn-Bruckmann no. 310; Bulle, Der schéne 
Mensch?, pl. 132; Furtwangler-Urlichs’, no. 59; Von 
Mach, University Prints, no. 208; Baumeister, Denk- 
maler, III, p. 1846, fig. 1937; Hekler, op. cit., pp. 127 
ff. The head: Reinach, Recueil, pls. 216 f. Here pl. 26. 

2. Syracuse, no. 697: Reinach, Répertoire, II 665, 7; 

Hekler, op. cit., p. 248; Poulsen, Greek and Roman 

Portraits in English Country Houses, fig. 42 opposite 

Di ZZ. 

Olympia: Ergebnisse, III, pl. 67, 1; Reinach, Réper- 

toire, II 669, 13. 

Museo dei Conservatori: Jones, Palazzo det Conser- 

vatort, p. 109, no. 57, pl. 38; Hekler, op. cit., p. 192. 

Louvre, Salle de Sevére, 1130: Reinach, Répertoire, 

I 158, 3; Marbres Antiques, pl. 47. 

Wilton House: Michaelis, Anc. Mar., pp. 671 f.; Rein- 

ach, Répertoire, I 585, 3; Hekler, op. cit., p. 192; Poul- 

sen, op. cit., p. 91, no. 76. 

Louvre, Salle de l’Afrique, 1780: Reinach, Répertoire, 

II 666, 10. 

8. Once in Rome: Museo Naniano, 189; Matz-Duhn, no. 
1477; Reinach, Répertoire, II 668, 1. 

9. Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, from Palazzo del Drago: 
Poulsen, Tillaeg til Katalog, no. 552 b., pl. X; Matz- 
Duhn, I, no. 613; Reinach, Répertoire, III 75, 4, V 
373, 9, and II 244, 7; Overbeck, KM, Atlas, pl. XIV, 

12 and II, III, p. 465, no. 18. 

10. Constantinople: Reinach, Répertoire, II 665, 4 (?); 
Mendel, Catalogue, III, no. 1125. 

11. Hermitage: Reinach, Antig. du Bosph. Cim., p. 39; 
Reinach, Répertoire, II 666, 8. 


Nn pF 
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GY AncAs el, 1908, "pp: ol) £. = Op. ctt., Ds 226; 
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12: 
. Constantinople: Mendel, Catalogue, III, no. 1126. 
14. 


1D. 
16. 
a7, 
18. 
19. 


20. 
Zi 


22. 
23. 


24. 
20; 
26. 
27. 


28. 
29, 


30. 
ol. 
32. 
33. 


34. 
35. 
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Torlonia Collection: Reinach, Répertoire, I 207, 7. 


Athens, National Museum, no. 219, from Andros: 
Amelung, Basis des Praxiteles, p. 26; Collignon, Statues 
Funérares, p. 168; Reinach, Répertoire, Il 671, 4; 
R. Arch., III, 1846, pl. 53, 1. 

Olympia: Ergebnisse, II, pl. 62, 6; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, II 671, 9; Hekler, op. cit., p. 175. 

Olympia: Ergebnisse, III, pl. 67, 2; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, II 670, 6; Hekler, op. cit., pp. 201 f. 

Olympia: Ergebnisse, III, pl. 67, 3; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, II 671, 8; Hekler, op. cit., pp. 201 f. 

Louvre, Salle des Saisons, 1049: Reinach, Répertoire, 
I 150, 4. 

Vatican, Braccio Nuovo, 80: Amelung, Skulpt. d. Vat. 
Mus., I, pp. 96 f., pl. 13; Reinach, Répertoire, I 583, 4; 
Hekler, op. cit., p. 167. 

Cherchell: Gauckler, Musée de Cherchel, pp. 58, 59; 
Reinach, Répertoire, II 671, 6. 

Phillipeville: Delamarre, Exploration scientifique de 
l’ Algérie, pl. 48, 2; Reinach, Répertoire, II 677, 6. 
Sparta, no. 616; Tod and Wace, Catalogue, p. 197. 
Lillebonne: Annali dell’ Inst., 1829, pp. 147 ff.; Rein- 
ach, Répertoire, II 670, 5. 

Uffizi, West Corridor, no. 197; Diitschke, Die ant. 
Bildw. in Oberit., III, no. 221. 

Villa Borghese, Portico. Torso. 

Rome, Atrium Vestae: Jordan, Der Tempel der Vesta, 
VIII, 4; Reinach, Répertoire, I1 661, 2; A.J.A., XII, 
1908, p. 330; Hekler, of. cit., p. 211, fig. 26: 

Ny Carlsberg: De Antike Kunstvaerker, pl. 22, no. 310; 
Reinach, Répertoire, IV 410, 3. 

Timgad, no. 9474: Hekler, op. cit., p. 206. 

Lateran, now no. 976: Benndorf-Schone, Ant. Bildw. 
d. Lat. Mus., no. 523; Hekler, op. cit., p. 205. 

Found at Carmona: Reinach, Répertoire, IV 420, 8. 
Found at Tomi: Arch. Anz., 1914, col. 435. 

Leptis Magna: Notiz. Arch., III, p. 87; Reinach, 
Répertoire, V 538, 10. 

Philippeville: Court of the museum. Headless; orig- 
inal surface destroyed. 

Merida, Sta. Clara: Reinach, Répertoire, V 520, 3. 
Villa Borghese: Einzelaufnahmen, 2772. Inexact ; head 
new. 
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36. Vienna, Estensische Sammlung. Portrait in high 
relief. 

37. Athens, Asklepieion. Four fragments put together, 
others lying about. 

38. Silistria (Rumania): Aboba-Pliska, pl. CIII, no. 7. 


Recently a well-preserved example of either this 
type or the following one has been found in Athens 
(R. Arch., XXIV, 1926, p. 275). 

As showing clearly the influence of this type may 
be mentioned: an alabaster statuette in church of S. 
Agnese Fuori in Rome;*”’ a statue in the museum at 
Susa, with a portrait head; a fragmentary portrait 
statue, only head and right arm and shoulder, found 
in the Cyrenaica and now in the Louvre;*® two small 
grave-reliefs in Thebes; a figure on a sarcophagus in 
the Musée Alaoui at Tunis (C 1475) ; and a figure on 
a sarcophagus in the Villa Colonna.*®” 

Of the thirty-eight fairly close copies, fourteen 
have their original heads,*°* and all save no. 1 are por- 
traits. We have then only one copy of the original 
head. In seven cases*”® the left hand holds poppies or 
wheat-heads, the attributes of Demeter. At least three 
of the eight (nos. 6, 9, 12) are portraits. Such attri- 
butes would naturally be lost in many instances, when 
the type was used for portraits; their survival in nearly 
one fifth of the total number of copies justifies a strong 
presumption that the original statue represented De- 
meter. Reinach’s identification, based on the slight 
resemblance between the “Herculanaise” and a figure 
in the relief representing the apotheosis of Homer,'?® 

** Mentioned by Amelung, Rom. Mitt., XII, 1897, p. 73. 
*° Salle de la Paix, no. 3130; Reinach, Répertoire, III 185, 11. 
Wulff, Altchrist. u. Byz. Kunst, p. 170, fig. 164. 


*8 Nos. 1-13 and 36. For several of these I rely on Miss Van Dem- 
an’s statement. 

1° Nos. 6, 9, 12, 20, 22, 25, 26. Miss Van Deman gives 21, but I 
saw no trace of such attributes; probably 21 was substituted for 22 by 
a typographical error. 


*° British Museum; Smith, Catalogue of Sculpture, III, no. 2191. 
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which he identified with great probability as Mnemo- 
syne, must be discarded. 

Miss Van Deman'"? enumerated forty-one copies 
of the ‘Petite Herculanaise.” Her no. 6, however, 
belongs to the other type; I have numbered it 29 in the 
list above. Her no. 23 is the same as no. 14 in the 
foregoing list. Her no. 22 is the fragmentary por- 
trait statue from the Cyrenaica, mentioned above as 
showing the influence of the other type. Her no. 37 
is a figure in high relief” which can hardly be reck- 
oned a derivative from either type. I have replaced 
these by statues which were not included in her list, 
retaining for the other figures the numbers used by 
Miss Van Deman. Hekler’s brief list'’® supplies one 
addition. 


1. Dresden, Albertinum: Herrmann, Verzeichnis, p. 72, 
no. 327; Brunn-Bruckmann, no. 558; Von Mach, Uni- 
versity Prints, no. 208; Baumeister, Denkmdaler, III, p. 
1845, fig. 1935; Reinach, Répertoire, I 256, 4 and II 
665, 1; Hekler, op. cit., pp. 127 ff. Here pl. 27. 

2. Athens, National Museum, no. 242, from Aigion: Ath. 
Miut., III, 1878, pl. VI; Brunn-Bruckmann, text to pl. 
558, fig. 2; Collignon, Statues Funéraires, p. 170; Bulle, 
Der schone Mensch?, cols. 279 ff.; Reinach, Répertowe, 
1 66552: 

3. Athens, National Museum, no. 1827, from Delos: 
B.C.H., XIX, 1895, pl. VII, pp. 482 #.; Fee, 
XXXI, 1897, pl. XIII (the head) and pp. 23-27; Col- 
lignon, Statues Funéraires, p. 171; Reinach, Réperioire, 
II 665, 11; Hekler, op. cz., p. 129. 

4. Dresden, Albertinum: Herrmann, Verzeichnis, p. 72, 
no. 328; Brunn-Bruckmann, text to pl. 558, fig. 1; 
Reinach, Répertoire, II 666, 2. Head new. 

5. Torlonia Collection: Reinach, Répertoire, II 665, 3; 
Visconti, Museo Torlonta, no. 35, pl. IX. 

6. Ny Carlsberg: De Antike Kunstvaerker, no. 311, pl. 
XXII; Hekler, op. cit., p. 129. Head new. 

7. Rouen: Reinach, Répertoire, Til 192,73: 

BUAJ.A., Sit, 1908; pps 333) fi. 
2 Athens, National Museum, no. 1005; Conze, Att. Grabr., no. 807. 
sO pncite mp 2ese 


10. 
Le 
12. 


13. 
14. 
5. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 
20. 


Zi, 


22. 


23. 


24. 
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Vatican, Galleria degli Candelabri, no. 168: Reinach, 
Répertoire, I 256, 8; Hekler, op. cit., pp. 180 f., fig. 21. 
Naples, Museo Nazionale: Ruesch, Guida, no. 988; 
Reinach, Répertoire, I 569, 6. 

Naples, Museo Nazionale: Ruesch, Guida, no. 22; 
Reinach, Répertoire, I 566, 1. 

Naples, Museo Nazionale: Reinach, Répertoire, I 567, 
3; Ruesch, Guida,? no. 63. 

Constantinople, from Crete: Gaz. Arch., II, 1876, pl. 
XII; Reinach, Répertoire, 11 666, 4; Hekler, op. cit., p. 
171; Mendel, Catalogue, II, pp. 340 f., no. 604. 
Olympia: Ergebnisse, III, pl. 68, 1; Reinach, Réper- 
towre, II 665, 8; Hekler, op. cit., p. 202: (no. 3). 
Florence, Uffizi, no. 149; Diitschke, Ant. Bildw. in 
Oberit., III, 110. 

Venice, Museo Archeologico: Diitschke, op. cit., V, 
105; Reinach, Répertoire, I 585, 2 and V 374, 1; Ein- 
zelaufnahmen, 2449. 

British Museum, no. 1415: Smith, Catalogue, II, p. 
235; Reinach, Répertoire, II 665, 12; Hekler, op. cit., 
pe 192, 

Constantine: Doublet-Gauckler, Musée de Constantine, 
pp. 89 f., pl. V; Gaz. Arch., V, 1879, pl. 32; Reinach, 
Répertoire, II 666, 5 and 12; Hekler, op. cit., p. 192. 
Lambése: Cagnat, Musée de Lambése, pp. 46f., pl. 
III, 3; Reinach, Répertoire, II 666, 9; Hekler, op. cit., 
p. 180. 

Louvre, Salle des Saisons, 1043: Reinach, Répertoire, 
Te 50:75: 

Cairo: Mariette, Alb. du Mus. du Cairo, pl. 38; Edgar, 
Greek Sculpture, pl. XII, no. 27477, p. 22; Reinach, 
Répertoire, II 665, 5. 

Rome, Pacetti Collection: Reinach, Répertoire, I 275, 6. 
Ostia: Not. Scav., 1913, pp. 178 f. and fig. 5; B. Com. 
Rom., XLI, 1913, pp. 193 f., fig. 11; Art and Archae- 
ology, VIII, 1919, p. 346; Reinach, Répertoire, V 374, 
2 


Sold at the Anderson Galleries, New York, in 1921: 
Riefstahl, Introductory Notice (of the sale), frontis- 
piece and p. 9. Trajanic portrait head, which had been 
broken off but seemed likely to belong. 

Athens, National Museum, from Karystos: Stephani, 
in Bull. Acad. St. Petersbourg, X, 1855, p. 250; Heyde- 
mann, Die antiken Marmor-Bildwerke, no. 206; Sybel, 
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26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
oir 
32. 
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34. 
3D: 


36. 
37. 


38. 
oo) 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 


45. 
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Katalog der Sculpturen zu Athen, no. 275. I did not 
see it. 

Delos: B.C.H., III, 1879, pl. IX; IV, 1880, pp. 41 ff. ; 
Reinach, Répertoire, Il 670, 1; Hekler, op. cit., p. 129. 
Corinth: A.J.A., VI, 1902, p. 424; Hekler, op. cit., p. 
167; Reinach, Répertoire, III 192, 11 (not 7). 
Olympia: Ergebnisse, III, pl. 68, 3; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, II 670, 9; Hekler, op. cit., p. 202, no. 5. 

Sparta, museum, no. 443; Tod and Wace, Catalogue, 
p: 178. 

Thebes, from Thespiai: Reinach, Répertoire, Il 677, 
1; B.C.H., XLVI, 1922, pp. 242-244. 

Louvre, Salle de l’Afrique, 1779; Reinach, Répertoire, 
II 670, 4. From Cyrene. 

Bordeaux: Reinach, Répertoire, Il 667, 1. Head does 
not belong. 

British Museum, no. 1688: Smith, Catalogue, III, p. 
72; Ancient Marbles in B.M., IX, pl. 1V; Reinach, 
Répertoire, 11 670, 3. 

Vicenza: Diitschke, Ant. Bildw, in Oberit., V, p. 5, no. 
19; Reinach, Répertoire, Il 665, 6. Head new. 
Rome, Museo dei Conservatori: Jones, Palazzo dei 
Conservatori, p. 87, no. 21, pl. 32. Head new. 

Naples, Museo Nazionale: Ruesch, Guida?, no. 228; 
Reinach, Répertoire, I 275, 3. Head new. 

Ostia, Terme. 

Athens, National Museum, no. 707 from Thera (?). 
Veiled portrait. 

Munich, Glytothek, no. 249: Furtwangler-Wolters, 
Beschr. d. Glypt., p. 258. High relief. 

Rome, Magazzino Archeologico, in the garden. Chest 
and part of head. 

Rome, Colosseum. I did not see it. 

Rome, Atrium Vestae: Jordan, Der Tempel der Vesta, 
pl. IX, 8; A.J.A., XII, 1908, p. 332; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, II 670, 2; Hekler, op. cit., p. 211. 

Rome, Villa Borghese, garden: Einzelaufnahmen, no. 
2975. Head new. 

Tunis, Musée Alaoui, no. 1023: Direction des Antiq. 
de Tunisie, Notes et Documents, I, pl. VI, no. 1; R. 
Arch. XVIII, 1911, p. 399, no. 7. 

Gortyna: Ann. Scuol. It. At., I, p. 140, fig. 3; Reinach, 
Répertoire, V 383, 3. 

Corfu, museum. Shoulders to knees. 
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46. Tigani, Samos, museum. Shoulders to knees. Some- 
what elaborated. 

47. Carthage, museum. Shoulders to thighs. 

48. Leningrad, Hermitage: Kieseritzky, no. 312; D’Es- 
camps, Musée Campana, pl. 17; Reinach, Répertoire, 
II 665, 10. Head new. 

49. Stockholm: Guattani, Monumenti Antichi, 1784, oppo- 
site p. 100; Reinach, Répertoire, I 275, 4. 

50-51. Two headless figures in the church of St. George 
at Saloniki. Here pl. 48, B. 


Miss Van Deman names five cases in which she 
considers that the type has been modified into a Poly- 
hymnia.''* Two of these are nos. 48 and 49 in the 
list above. The head, on which the identification as 
Polyhymnia is based, is restored in no. 48, according 
to Kieseritzky ; the figure seems otherwise to be among 
the better replicas. I do not know whether the head of 
the figure in Stockholm is original or not; in any case 
the close correspondence of the body with the type en- 
titles it to a place in the list. Miss Van Deman was 
undoubtedly right in regarding the statues in the Vati- 
can,’*® in the Louvre,'?® and in the Prado’ as modifi- 
cations of the original type. 

Of the fifty-one examples of this type twenty-one 
(1-3, 5, 7-18, 20-23, 37) seem to have their original 
heads. Sixteen of these are portraits; the remaining 
five (nos. 1-3, 5, 7) apparently are not. Of these three 
(nos. 1-3) are in close agreement with one another, 
and may be accepted as reproducing the original with 
approximate accuracy. The heads of these statues 
resemble considerably the head of the “Grande Her- 
culanaise’” and show the same coiffure. The general 
resemblance of the two types**® makes it very probable 
that they are to be attributed to one artist. The fact 
that the Dresden figures were found together suggests 


™ 4.J.A., XII, 1908, p. 335. 45 Reinach, Répertoire, I 275, 1. 
** Reinach, Répertoire, I 166, 5-6. ™ Einzelaufnahmen, no. 1532. 
™8 See especially Collignon, Statues Funéraires, p. 171. 
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that the originals may have formed a group; this is 
confirmed by a relief which shows free but unmistaka- 
ble imitations of the two figures together.1*® Such a 
group, a mature woman and a maiden, could hardly be 
anything but Demeter and Persephone. An example 
of each type has been found on a grave along with a 
statue of Hermes.’*® Hermes of course is Hermes 
Chthonios, and the persons most naturally associated 
with him are Demeter and Persephone. Both types 
occur alone as grave statues. Figures of Demeter and 
Persephone would more naturally be so used than 
statues of any other kind, though of course any statue 
might occasionally be used in that way. When to these 
considerations is added the fact previously noted, that 
nearly a fifth of the existing replicas of the “Grande 
Herculanaise”’ are clearly characterized as Demeter, 
there seems to remain no doubt at all that the originals 
really represented Demeter and Persephone.*** 

We are not informed that Lysippos made a group 
representing these goddesses. There is no reason, how- 
ever, for believing that he did not, if stylistic evidence 
justifies an attribution to him. 

Reinach shows the face of the “Grande Hercu- 
lanaise”’ side by side with the face of the apoxyome- 
nos,'*” and the similarity is indeed striking. The shape 
of the forehead, the treatment of the eyes, and the 
heaviness of the lower part of the face are justly 
emphasized by Reinach. Yet there are differences: 
the eyes are farther apart than in the apoxyomenos, 
the nose expands more from the bridge to the base, 
the upper lip is richly modelled, and the face as a whole 


™ Ath. Mitt., XXXI, 1906, Beilage to p. 308, fig. 24, p. 331; Cron. 
B.A., 1920, p. 52. 


 “Crande,” no. 14; “‘petite,” no. 2. 


*! Hekler notes all these facts and brushes them aside, concluding 
that the originals were grave-statues. Collignon (Statues Funéraires, 
p. 172) also thinks that they were, at any rate, iconic. The conclusion 
given above is that of Della Seta (Cron. B.A., 1920, p. 54). 


™ R. Arch., XXXVII, 1900, pl. XVIII. 
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is not so round. Some of these differences may be 
explained by the differences in sex. 

In the fifth chapter we spoke of the reliefs on the 
Polydamas base, and noted the increase in number and 
irregularity of folds and in general sensationalism in 
the drapery of the feminine figures, as compared with 
the Muses of the Praxitelean base at Mantineia. The 
Dresden ladies show further development in the same 
direction. In the case of the Polydamas base we could 
compare only the lower parts of the figures; but the 
dramatic cross-folds of the garments of the Dresden 
figures clearly belong to the same manner. The ad- 
vanced “Spielbein’” of the Demeter suggests the 
Corinth base and the Farnese Herakles, while no statue 
commonly ascribed to Praxiteles has this position. 

On the whole it seems that a draped feminine 
figure by Lysippos must have looked very like the 
“Herculanaises.” The attribution to him, though not 
proved, is very plausible. Certainly they are later than 
Praxiteles: the facial type is unlike his in both figures, 
though much less so in the Persephone than in the 
Demeter, and the restless elaboration of the drapery 
is not to be expected from him. There is a suggestion 
of arrogance in the figures which is very unlike the 
graceful languor of Praxiteles. 

Hekler’** would connect more or less closely with 
Lysippos another type, represented by a statue found 
at sbozzuoll. the Hortuna of the’ Vatican. and 
others. The drapery of this type bears little resem- 
blance to that which appears on the Polydamas base; 
the “Herculanaises” are much more likely to be derived 
from Lysippos. 

“Lysippos enrolled Kairos among the gods,” says 
Himerios,’*’ and we may consider the work by which 


* Op. cit., pp. 179 f. and 196 f. 

a Niot Sic 1902; p: 58! 

% Amelung, Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., I, p. 101, pl. XIII. 
“° Fclogae, XIV, 1 (App. 1, 36). 
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he did so along with the other statues of deities. Sev- 
eral vivid descriptions of the Kairos are extant,}?7 
some of which are apparently intended rather as rhe- 
torical displays than as accurate descriptions. Posei- 
dippos gives a relatively simple and probably reliable 
description. A young man was represented: he was 
long-haired in front and bald on the back of his head. 
He stood on tiptoe, and his feet were wie In his 
right hand he carried a razor. 

We are not surprised that the statue was more 
esteemed among rhetoricians than among artists. In 
fact no reproduction of it has been identified, though 
certain gems and reliefs show its influence or the influ- 
ence of the rhetoricians’ descriptions.’** Bulle has 
suggested that a bronze statue in the Prado’*® may be 
derived from the work of Lysippos, and it is not im- 
possible; but the connection is at best too remote to 
have much interest. 

In Olympia there was found a base in the form 
of an astragal or knucklebone.’*° The position of the 
feet of the statue that stood on it is still determinable, 
and it was the same as in the apoxyomenos. Now the 
Greeks used knucklebones somewhat as we use dice; 
and it seems highly probable that a statue of Kairos 
stood on this base, especially as it was found near 


1 App. 1, 33-39 and 67; cf. Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 11, and 
Waldhauer, Lisipp, pp. 13 and 23 f. Both authors discuss the Kairos at 
relatively great length. Also Cook, Zeus, II, 2, pp. 859-868: here the 
author observes that Kairos was a singular subject for Lysippos and 
suggests that the statue really represented the Age of Puberty—a much 
more singular subject. 

8 Daremberg-Saglio, III, 1, p. 787, figs. 4251 f.; Springer-Wolters”, 
p. 575; Baumeister, Denkmdaler, II, pp. 771 f., figs. 823 f.; Roscher, 
Lexikon, TDD: 899 ; Kieseritzky, Hermitage, p. 35, no. 87 ‘d.: Wald- 
hauer, Lisipp, fig. 6; Furtwangler, D. ant. Gemmen, I pls: XK 38 
and DEL. 49-51; cf, Lamer in Pauly-Wissowa, article Kairos, cols. 
1512-1521. In col. 1511 he mentions a few ancient passages which I 
have omitted; they are of doubtful relevancy. 

Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, pl. 101; Brunn-Bruckmann, pl. 514; 
Ricard, Marbres antiques du Musée du Prado, p. 121, no. 210, pl. LX XIV. 


© Ergebnisse, III, pl. LV, 4-5, p. 212. 
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the location of the altar of Kairos described by 
Pausanias."*? 

Mahler’*? and Klein’** are convinced that this 
statue was the Kairos of Lysippos. Kallistratos, in- 
deed, says that the statue stood in Sikyon,*** but his 
account does not inspire confidence. A fatal objection 
to the theory, however, is that so notable a feature as 
the astragal would surely not have been omitted from 
any description of the statue. 

™V 14,9. Bulle (op. cit., col. 679) and Lamer (op. cit., col. 1510) 


reject this explanation of the basis, on grounds that seem too logical for 
the problem. 


* Polyklet, p. 52. *8 Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, II, p. 362. 
™ Descriptiones, VI (App. 1, 34). 


CHAPTER’ Vill 


STATUES OF DEITIES ASCRIBED TO LysIPPOS 
BY MopERN SCHOLARS 


We have now considered all the statues of gods by 
Lysippos that are mentioned by classical authors. Cer- 
tainly, however, the prolific sculptor made other such 
statues, and modern scholars have felt no hesitancy in 
attributing to him, from considerations of style, 
images of other gods. Among the most notable of 
such statues is the Ares Ludovisi, in the Museo Na- 
zionale at Rome.’ Jt appears to be a faithful copy 
from a noble original. Another copy of the head, in 
Munich,’ has less of the moody expression which is so 
noteworthy in the face of the Ludovisi statue, though 
this difference seems in some way to be exaggerated 
in pictures of the Munich head; this is partly because 
they do not show the head tilted forward. Since a copy- 
ist would probably not contribute such expression, we 
judge that the Ludovisi head (Plate 28) is the more 
trustworthy, though it is the inferior in quality. An- 
other copy of the head, of Hellenistic workmanship, 
has been found in Albania.* The torso of another 
copy (Plate 29) ,* in Naples, is superior in quality to the 
Ludovisi statue. 


*Paribeni, Mus. Naz. Rom.*, p. 95, no. 72; Reinach, Répertoire, I 
349, 2; Von Mach, University Prints, 213; Helbig, Fiihrer’, II, pp. 91 ff; 
Brunn-Bruckmann, pl. 388; Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, pl. 165; Furt- 
wangler-Urlichs’, pl. 23 and fig. 20; Loewy, Griechische Plastik, fig. 
217 a-d; Gardner, Six Greek Sculptors, pls. LIV-LV; Jh. Oest. Arch. I., 
XXI-XXII, 1924, pp. 203 and 208, figs. 73, 76, 77 (latter two the head). 
Einzelaufnahmen, 254-255 (the head). 

? Furtwangler-Wolters, Besch. d. Glypt., p. 296, no. 272; Einzelaufnah- 
men, 832-833; Jb. Arch. I., XXVI, 1911, p. 277; Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XXI- 
XXII, 1924, p. 209, fig. 78; Jb. Arch. I., XXVII, 1912, Beilage 5-8, d. 
Cf. the accompanying article by Dehn, pp. 203 f.; I judge that neither 
the Nelson head nor the head in Athens (on which cf. Lippold, Kopien 
u. Umbildungen, p. 197) has any connection with the Ludovisi type. 

®Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XXI-XXII, 1924, pp. 203-221. 

*Reinach, Répertoire, II 192, 5; Ruesch, Guida’, p. 95, no. 293; 
a ec ee 534-535; Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XXI-XXII, 1924, p. 212, 
fig. 79. 
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Certain remains on the left side of the Ludovisi 
figure have given rise to the opinion that a spear rested 
there; that a second Eros placed his hand on the god’s 
left shoulder; and that Aphrodite stood beside him. It 
seems that the evidence favors the third hypothesis. 
The question is of little interest, however, since the 
Naples torso shows none of these marks and the addi- 
tion, whatever it was, was doubtless due to the copyist. 
The same is true of the Eros seated at the feet of 
Ares; such a conception of Eros belongs to the late 
Hellenistic age, and the figure introduces a discordant 
element into the composition. Eliminating these ac- 
cessories we have left a self-sufficient and admirably 
expressive representation of the restless god of war. 

It is known that there was in Rome a colossal 
seated statue of Ares by Skopas,® and many authori- 
ties consider the Ludovisi statue a reduced copy of it: 
E. A. Gardner,® Bulle,” Klein,’ Richardson,® Collig- 
non,’ and Von Mach’ are more or less confident 
advocates of this view. Others think it a copy of an 
unmentioned statue by Lysippos: Amelung,’? Mich- 
aelis,'* Loewy,’* and formerly Wolters.’® Others, 
recognizing Lysippian influence but seeing also some- 
thing of Hellenistic art in the work, have ascribed the 
original to the later Lysippian school: Robinson,’® 
Murray,’ Overbeck,*® Mayer,’® and _ Paribeni.?° 

® Pliny, N.H., XXXVI 26. 


° Handbook (1915), p. 422. ™Der schéne Mensch’, cols. 359 ff. 
® Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 278.° Greek Sculpture, p. 215. 

* Scopas et Praxitéle, p. 42. * Handbook, pp. 211 ff. 

“ Helbig, Fiihrer’, II, p. 91. ** Springer-Michaelis®, p. 294. 


“ Griechische Plastik, p. 104. 

* Friederichs-Wolters, no. 1268. Now (Springer-Wolters”, p. 360) 
suggests Leochares. 

* Catalogue of Casts in Boston, p. 235. 

" History of Greek Sculpture, II, p. 308. 

* Gesch. d. griech. Plastik*, II, p. 17. 

* Arch. Anz., IV, 1889, p. 41. 

”® Mus. Naz. Rom., p.95. He regards the Eros as part of the original 
composition. 
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Mayer suggests that it may be the work of Piston 
mentioned by Pliny,” who makes Piston a collaborator 
with Teisikrates,** who was a pupil of Lysippos or 
Euthykrates. The epigraphical character of Piston’s 
surviving signature** would indicate that he was active 
in the later years of Lysippos or soon thereafter. 
Percy Gardner*™* also regards the statue as a product 
of the later Lysippian school, but that for him means a 
work contemporary with the apoxyomenos. Furt- 
wangler*® was inclined toward Skopas, though much 
less confident than formerly.” 

Praschniker, in publishing the head found in Al- 
bania, discusses the type at considerable length. Ac- 
cording to him, the left ear and the hair above it were 
never fully worked out; he infers from this that this 
part of the head was not visible, and hence that another 
figure was at the side of the Ares as in the Ludovisi 
group. The original, then, is represented by the Mu- 
nich head and the Naples torso, while the Ludovisi 
group and the Albanian head are two copies of an 
adaptation, in which the Ares was embellished by two 
or perhaps three Erotes. Piston, who made a Hermes 
as well as a seated Ares, is the author of the original 
Ares, and his Hermes is the bronze statue in Naples. 
The group with the Erotes was only slightly later. 

The Albanian head is certainly derived from the 
original of the Ares Ludovisi, as the correspondence in 
the hair shows; but the moodiness of the Ludovisi fig- 
ure is exagge gerated into weakness and pathos. The patch 
of apparently unfinished surface is very uncertain evi- 
dence on which to conclude that the figure corre- 
sponded in design to the Ares Ludovisi, which has no 
such lack of finish on its head. I should regard the 


ee XXXIV 89. 


For a see are of Teisikrates recently published, see B.C.H., 
mae 1920, p. 242. 


* Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., no. 107. *J.H.S., XXV, 1905, p. 257. 
* Besch. d. Glypt. (1900), no. 272. * Masterpieces, p. 304. 
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Albanian head as a free copy of the usual Hellenistic 
sort, to be used with great caution in reconstructing a 
predecessor, either immediate or remote. Neither it 
nor either of the other heads bears any resemblance to 
the head of the bronze Hermes; it seems to me very im- 
probable that the Hermes and the Ares are works of 
one sculptor. 

Considering the head of the Ludovisi statue we 
may note that the shape of the face is a rather sharp 
oval, as in the Tegean heads; the lower part of the 
face is decidedly narrower than in the apoxyomenos. 
The eyes are farther apart than in that statue; and the 
hair is more confused, resembling that of the Melea- 
ger. The ears are quite unlike those of the apoxyo- 
menos. The groove in the forehead, which is so nota- 
ble in the apoxyomenos, is not present in the Ares. 
The Munich head differs in several features: the lips 
are swelling and richly modelled, while in the Ludovisi 
head they are like the lips of the apoxyomenos; and the 
ears in the Munich head resemble those of the apoxyo- 
menos. 

The proportions of the body are approximately 
those of the apoxyomenos. Much less anatomical 
knowledge is shown in the Ares, however; and the 
excellent Naples torso shows this early style more 
clearly than the Ludovisi statue. This almost excludes 
the possibility of Hellenistic origin. Indeed, once the 
Eros is recognized as a copyist’s addition, there is 
nothing in the statue which in any way suggests a late 
date. It is certainly a creation of the fourth century, 
earlier than the apoxyomenos, and either a late work 
of Skopas or an early one by Lysippos. 

All three copies are made on the same scale, which 
may therefore be accepted as the scale of the original; 
the immediate source was not then the colossal Ares of 
Skopas. Yet having made one such statue, Skopas 
was more likely than another man to receive a com- 
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mission for a smaller seated Ares; or the existing 
copies may all be derived from one early copy of the 
colossal Ares. The morphological evidence on the 
whole favors Skopas: the head in profile greatly re- 
sembles the apoxyomenos, but when seen from the 
front it has a very Skopaic look. The effective and 
unexaggerated expression of the god’s moody nature 
is to be expected from Skopas rather than from Lysip- 
pos, one would think, though one could not easily 
demonstrate it. On the whole the attribution to 
Skopas is clearly the more probable. 

Another very interesting work that is frequently 
attributed to Lysippos is the “Jason.” The best copy 
of the entire statue is in Lansdowne House (Plates 
30-31 ).°7 It is much restored. “New: r. forearm, r. foot, 
rock, sandal, ploughshare, the support, the greater part 
of the plinth, 1. arm from shoulder to elbow, the 1. hand, 
parts of chlamys, |. half of nates, lower part of 1. leg 
between knee and ankle; the 1. foot with a portion of 
the plinth is antique. The head is connected with the 
body by a narrow modern strip but is antique (re- 
stored: nose and part of the back of the head), and to 
judge by the quality of the marble and the workman- 
ship obviously belongs to the statue.”** Another copy 
is in the Louvre.*® It also is very extensively restored ; 
the head is antique, but does not belong to the statue. 
A third copy, in Munich,*° is likewise restored in large 
part; its importance lies largely in the fact that the 


™ Michaelis, Ancient Marbles, pp. 464-466, with illustration; Mich- 
aelis-Springer®, p. 293; Reinach, Répertoire, I 487, 6. Cast with Fagan 
head: Springer-Wolters’, p. 361, fig. 676. Head of the Lansdowne 
statue: Arndt, Glypt. Ny Carlsberg, p. 178, figs. 96-98. 

* Michaelis, Ancient Marbles, pp. 465 f. 

* Brunn-Bruckmann, pl. 67; Hyde, OVM, p. 86, fig. 8; Collignon, 
Lysippe, fig. 16; Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 13; Dickins, Hellenistic Sculp- 
ture, fig. 30; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 238 b.; Frohner, Notice, 
no. 183; Reinach, Répertoire, I 157, 1-4. ‘The head: "Arndt, Glypt. Ny 
Carlsberg, pp. 180 f., figs. 108-110. 

*° Furtwangler-Wolters, Besch. d. Glypt., no. 287; Von Mach, Uni- 
versity Prints, no. 238a; Reinach, Répertotre, I 487, 7. 
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right hand, lost in the other copies, is preserved. The 
head is antique, but does not belong to the statue. An 
unfinished copy was found in Athens.** The head ( Plate 
32, A) is sufficiently near completion to allow compari- 
son with the head of the Lansdowne statue, which is 
thus proved to belong to the figure. A badly mutilated 
copy is in Perinthus.** A statuette in the Galleria dei 
Candelabri of the Vatican** is a fairly accurate copy so 
far as preserved, except that it is reversed. Both arms 
and the right leg from the middle of the thigh are new, 
and apparently most of the left leg. The head appears 
to be antique and if so certainly belongs to the figure, 
though it was broken off. Christodoros,** in describ- 
ing a number of statues in the Lauseion at Constanti- 
nople, mentions a statue of Hermes which corresponds 
precisely with the Lansdowne figure; it was either the 
original or a copy. The figure as seen in the Lans- 
downe replica occurs on coins of Marcianapolis in 
Moesia,*® Amastris in Paphlagonia,®® and Trapezus.*” 
The best copy of the head is usually thought to be the 
Fagan head in the British Museum (Plate 32, B).*® 
Another is in Ny Carlsberg, placed on a bust that does 
not belong to it.*® 

Several paintings in Pompeii and Rome, apparently 
derived from a single Greek prototype, represent Io 


* Ath, Mitt., XI, 1886, pl. 1X, pp. 362 ff.; Einzelaufnahmen, 733-734; 
Reinach, Répertoire, II 153, 10. 

2 Jh. Oest. Arch. I., 1, 1898, Beiblatt, cols. 119-120; Reinach, Réper- 
totre, III 53, 1. 

*® Reinach, Répertoire, 1 487, 5; Mus. Pio-Clementino, III, pl. 43. 

* Ecphrasis (Anth. Pal. 11) 297-302 (App. 1, 87). 

*® Pick, Miinzen Nordgriechenlands, I, pl. XVI, 25 and p. 340. 

8° Waddington-Babelon-Reinach, Monnaies grecques d’Asie Mineure, 
I, pl. XIX, 25, p. 144. 

* Waddington-Babelon-Reinach, op. cit., pl. XV, 25, p. 111. 

*® No. 1785; Smith, Catalogue, III, p. 119; Gardner, Six Greek Sculp- 
tors, pl. 76; Marbles and Bronzes in B.M., pl. 25; Arndt, Glyptothéque, 
p. 178, figs. 99-100. 

® Arndt, Glyptothéque, pl. 128-129, pp. 177-181; De Antike Kunst- 
vaérker, no. 273. 
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watched by Argos.*® The figure of Argos is much 
like the “Jason,” though he looks straight ahead and 
his right arm is raised and placed on a rock. The 
original painting was probably influenced by the origi- 
nal statue, unless the influence was exerted in the other 
direction. A connection between the sculptural type 
and the Pylades in another painting*’ seems much less 
likely. A remarkable silver dish in Bari is decorated 
with a group consisting of a man and a woman.*” The 
man has his left foot set up on a rock; the left arm, 
with drapery, is placed across the thigh. The right 
arm is stretched forward toward a dog and the head 
looks down. The interpretation of the group is uncer- 
tain; perhaps it had no definite meaning even in the 
mind of the artist. In proportions and modelling the 
male figure resembles the “Jason,” and it is highly 
probable that the silversmith knew the statue, but he 
imitated it so freely that no inferences about the statue 
can be based on the dish. 

A coin of Sybrita in Crete shows a figure of 
Hermes somewhat resembling the ‘“‘Jason.”’** There are 
however considerable differences: the rock is decidedly 
lower, so the figure is bent farther forward; the 
chlamys is on the shoulder; the left hand as well as the 
right is engaged with the sandal-straps; and the head 
looks down. The total effect of these differences is so 
great that one can assume no connection between the 
coin-type and the “Jason.” 

The statues in Munich and in the Louvre are re- 
stored with the arms in the position seen on the coin 


® Herrmann, Denkmidler der Malerei, pl. 53, with text; cf. Klein, in 
Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XIII, 1910, p. 142. 

“ Herrmann, op. cit., pl. 20, 3; the connection suggested by Klein, l.c. 

* Nachod, in Rom. Mitt., XX XIII, 1918, pp. 103-124, with citations; 
Antike Denkméaler, III, pls. 25-26; Reinach, Répertotre de Reliefs, III, 
5; cf. Klein, Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 364. 

* British Museum Catalogue, Crete, p. 79, pl. XIX, 12; Svoronos, 
Num. de la Créte Anc., pl. XXX, 18, p. 315; Macdonald, Hunterian Col- 
lection, II, p. 199; Gardner, Types of Greek Coins, pl. IX, no. 13. 
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of Sybrita. Klein once argued that in the Munich 
copy the restoration was correct, since he thought that 
if the left arm had been bent as in the Lansdowne 
copy, either both shoulder and arm would have been 
lost, or part of the arm would have been preserved 
with the shoulder.** This reasoning is not unplausi- 
ble, so far as the Munich statue is concerned; but as 
regards the original some other support was necessary, 
and Klein could find it only in the coin of Sybrita and 
in an erroneous translation of Christodoros. His con- 
clusion was accepted by nobody except Von Mach,** so 
far as I have observed, and Klein himself later*® aban- 
doned it and agreed that all copies went back to an orig- 
inal which is represented with approximate correct- 
ness by the statue in Lansdowne House. 

Klein formerly believed that the Lansdowne type, 
which he regarded as the original one, represented an 
athlete removing his clothing as he prepared to enter 
the contests of the palaestra, and that this type was 
later modified to make a Hermes. When he aban- 
doned his belief in two types, he held that the original 
statue was an athlete. In this opinion he was followed 
by Wolters** and Studniczka,** but most scholars have 
held to the opinion that Hermes was represented. The 
figure described by Christodoros was a Hermes, and 
two of the three coin-types derived from the statue 
clearly represent Hermes; the figure on the Amastris 
coin also is described as Hermes, but I can discern no 
attributes in the illustration. Furthermore, the an- 
tique right hand of the Munich example shows that the 
man was not removing, but fastening the sandal,*® and 


* Praxitelische Studien, p. 8. 

* Handbook, pp. 250 ff. 

* Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, II, pp. 364-365. 

“ Fiihrer (1922), p. 43, no. 287. 

* Neue Jahrbiicher, XLI, 1918, p. 21. 

*So Arndt, Glyptothéque Ny Carlsberg, pp. 178 ff., and I convinced 


myself by my examination that he is certainly right, though Wolters 
(L.c.) disagrees. 
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this is strong evidence against the interpretation as an 
athlete. On the other hand it is noteworthy that no 
sculptured copy has any attribute of Hermes pre- 
served;°® and Klein’s observation that the head does 
not look like the head of a god, though necessarily sub- 
jective, will probably find general acceptance. The 
preponderance of evidence favors the interpretation as 
Hermes, but since the true name is uncertain it is 
better to keep the conventional name ‘‘Jason.” 
Collignon,°* Furtwangler,°? Wolters,°* Klein,” 
Studniczka,°” Loewy,°® Arndt,®* Lippold,°* and Wald- 
hauer’® attribute this work to Lysippos. Arndt is 
particularly confident; speaking of the head of the 
Lansdowne replica, which he thinks gives the purest 
impression of Lysippian work, he says: “Ce n’est que 
par une observation plus minutieuse qu’il [the writer] 
a constaté que ce n’était point une téte de l Apoxyo- 
méne.” Percy Gardner,®*® E. A. Gardner,®* Mich- 
aelis,°*? Wace, and Dickins®* regard it as a Hellenistic 
work of the Lysippian school; though Arndt and 
Waldhauer think it earlier than the apoxyomenos, and 
Cultrera,®’ who insists on the Agias as the sole norm 
for Lysippian art, accepts the Jason as a work of his. 
Mme. Maviglia® rejects it. 
® Hyde explains this by the hypothesis that the existing copies are 


athletes assimilated to the type of Hermes (OV M, pp. 86 f.); this may 
well be right. 


1 Lysippe, p. 71. " Beschreibung der Glyptothek, no. 287. 

% Fiihrer (1922), p. 43, no. 287. 

* Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, II, p. 364. 

% Ath. Mitt., XI, 1886, pp. 362-364. ™ Griechische Plastik, p. 104. 

 Glyptothéque Ny Carlsberg, pp. 177-181. “In Pauly-Wissowa. 

© Lisipp, pp. 28 f. and 47. OI ELS, XOXO, L905) peaare 

* Six Greek Sculptors, p. 232. 

® Ancient Marbles, p. 466. I am not sure whether he modified this 
opinion (compare Springer-Michaelis*®, p. 294). 

®7H.S., XXVI, 1906, pp. 239 f. % Hellenistic Sculpture, p. 40. 

* Memorie dei Lincet, XIV, 1910, pp. 238 ff. 

7’ Attivita Artistica di Lisippo, p. 109. 
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Casts of the Lansdowne “Jason” and of the apox- 
yomenos were placed close together in the Metropolitan 
Museum, where I was enabled to make a comparative 
study under favorable conditions. The general pro- 
portions are approximately similar. The musculature 
is much less emphasized than in the apoxyomenos, and 
fundamentally different: it is drier and harder, and 
gives the figure an appearance of wiry toughness and 
agility. The back and the antique left foot are especi- 
ally notable in their difference from the corresponding 
parts of the apoxyomenos. The triangular depression 
between the muscles at the waist does not appear. The 
shoulders are not rounded as in the apoxyomenos. 
The pubes apparently is about the same. The bodies 
of the copies in Munich and the Louvre differ in no 
important particular from the Lansdowne copy. 

The face is a narrower and sharper oval than in 
the apoxyomenos. The hair is more or less similar, 
though much flatter. The ears are narrower, and have 
the inner cartilage more prominent in comparison with 
the rim; they lie closer to the head, so that the hair 
almost covers them. The forehead has the same shape 
as in the apoxyomenos, though the horizontal furrow 
is missing. The eyes are larger, not only in proportion 
to the size of the face, but more noticeably in propor- 
tion to the size of the socket; hence there are no hol- 
lows at the outer corners. The lachrymal sacs are 
much larger than in the apoxyomenos. There is no 
such decided difference in thickness between the two 
eyelids. The lower eyelid is almost straight and the 
upper almost semicircular; the shape is thus very dif- 
ferent from that in the apoxyomenos. The upper lip 
is richly modelled in a Cupid’s bow, and the central 
depression is strongly marked. If an artist had care- 
fully studied the lip of the apoxyomenos and designed 
a lip that would be as different as possible from it, he 
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would have reached such a result as this. The lower 
lip is thicker than in the apoxyomenos and the red part 
is curved instead of nearly rectangular. 

In the Fagan head the eyes have not a semicircular 
form as in the Lansdowne figure, but are rather 
shaped as in the apoxyomenos. In other respects, 
however, they resemble the eyes of the Lansdowne 
“Jason.” The lower lip, in the Fagan head, is like 
that of the apoxyomenos. The hair also approaches 
the style of the apoxyomenos more closely. The ears 
are restored. In other respects the head shows the 
same qualities as the Lansdowne head. In the Ny 
Carlsberg head the hair is very elaborately treated; 
Arndt is doubtless right in attributing this to the copy- 
ist. The upper lip is restored; the lower, lip is like that 
of the apoxyomenos. The eyes in general are more 
like the apoxyomenos than in either of the other two 
heads; but the lachrymal sacs are large, and there are 
no depressions at the outer corners. In most points 
the head is in accord with the Lansdowne head, though 
on the whole considerably closer to the apoxyomenos. 
The head in Athens is so far from finished that it is 
not possible to say anything of its style in details. 

The comparison of the heads affords convincing 
evidence that the “Jason” and the apoxyomenos are 
not copied from works of the same sculptor, and the 
difference in the treatment of anatomy is still more 
thoroughgoing. The difference seems to be primarily 
in method, not in knowledge. If either statue shows 
an advance in scientific knowledge of anatomy, it is 
probably the “Jason” and not the apoxyomenos. Dick- 
ins classes the “Jason” with the warrior of Agasias 
in this respect:°’ both statues “reveal new details in 
abdomen, groin, and the inner side of the thighs, un- 
known to the earlier sculptor” (Lysippos). But the 


© Hellenistic Sculpture, p. 41. 
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principal difference is in the appearance which the 
artist sought to represent. As we saw in the fourth 
chapter, Pliny’s description of the body as represented 
by Lysippos is eminently applicable to the style of the 
“Jason,” but not well to the style of the apoxyomenos. 
Furthermore the “Jason” is apparently the earliest 
and most important work in which this manner can be 
found. This consideration makes the attribution to 
Lysippos obvious, and perhaps it will at some time 
prove to be right; but I find it incredible, because the 
morphological differences between the “Jason” and the 
apoxyomenos—and all other sure Lysippian works are 
on the side of the apoxyomenos—are too great. If 
the two were made by one sculptor there must have 
been a great interval between them; and neither can 
be ascribed to the youth of Lysippos. One might 
intrepidly suggest Euthykrates as the most probable 
author of the “Jason.” 

A head in Turin,®*® apparently a portrait, resembles 
the “Jason” heads, but has more Lysippian character. 
If the “Jason” were copied from Lysippos, this head 
would be ascribed to him a fortiori. It should be con- 
temporary with the “Jason” or slightly earlier. An 
identification of this portrait might throw much light 
on the problem of the “Jason.” It is probable that the 
warrior of Agasias®® is a copy, translated into late 
Hellenistic style, from an original by the sculptor of 
the “Jason’’; there is a great similarity in facial type. 

The bronze seated Hermes (Plate 35), found at 
Herculaneum, has been brought into connection with 
Lysippos by various scholars. The type represented by 
it was popular: several statuettes reproduce it, and it 
appears also on gems. The complete list, as known to 
me, is as follows: 


oe XXVI, 1906, pp. 239 f. and pl. 16 (Wace) ; Hyde, OVM, 
p. : 
© Hyde, OV M, pp. 208 f., with citations. 
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1. Life-size bronze in Museo Nazionale, Naples: Ruesch, 
Guida’, p. 208, no. 841; Brunn-Bruckmann, pl. 282; 
Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 12; Bulle, Der schéne Mensch?, 
pl. 166; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 237; Monu- 
ments Rayet, VI, pl. 6; Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 24; 
Reinach, Répertoire, I 367, 1 and 3; Lippold, Kopien 
und Umbildungen, p. 129. The head: Reinach, Recueil, 
pl. 219; Gardner, SGS, pl. 77. Cast, from the front: 
Farnell, Cults of the Greek States, V, pl. 29. 

2. Small bronze in Berlin: Reinach, Répertoire, II 168, 3; 
Friederichs, Berlins antike Bildwerke, II, no. 1833. 
Cast in British Museum. 

3. Small bronze in Bibliotheque Nationale: Babelon- 
Blanchet, Catalogue des bronzes, no. 347. 

4. Small bronze in British Museum: Michaelis, Ancient 
Marbles, p. 213; Reinach, Répertoire, I 368, 6; Farnell, 
Cults of the Greek States, V, pl. 28; Walters, Select 
Bronzes, pl. XXVI1; Burl. Mag., VI, 1904, p. 219. 

. Le Chatelet: Reinach, Répertoire, III 243, 7. 

Small bronze in Rouen: Reinach, Répertoire, III 52, 7. 

Small silver statuette in Boston Museum. 

Small bronze in Berlin Antiquarium, room IV, case 5. 

Garment on left shoulder. 

Small bronze in Metropolitan Museum: Reinach, 

Répertotre, V 480, 7. 


0 PNA 


GEMS 


Berlin: Furtwangler, Die Antiken Gemmen, I, pl. XLIV, 64; 
Furtwangler, Geschnittene Steine, no. 2718; Schadow, Eine 
attische Grablekythos, pl. III, 11. 


Berlin: Furtwangler, Geschnittene Stee, no. 2719; Schadow, 
Eine attische Grablekythos, pl. III, 12. 


New York, Metropolitan Museum: Richter, Catalogue of 
Gems, no. 156. 


All these works are clearly characterized as 
Hermes, and all are certainly representatives of the 
type of the Herculaneum bronze. That this type was 
highly esteemed and widely known is further attested 
by a large number of figures which, while hardly to 
be termed replicas, unquestionably show the influence 
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of the original. Some of these represent, or may rep- 
resent, Hermes;‘® one found at Merida is interesting 
because it is life size, but for no other reason.7* Many 
of them differ from the nine listed above in that the 
head is turned to the figure’s left and the right foot 
placed at a considerably higher level than the left. It 
is possible that these features belong to the original.” 
Others have been adapted to other uses. A bronze 
described, without obvious reason, as Herakles,”* rep- 
resents the type fairly accurately. A cast in Roanne,” 
15 cm. in height, is identified as Herakles by a lion- 
skin on the rock, and corresponds closely to our type. 
Reinach says that the profile and proportions and 
structure of the body are Lysippian. A bronze statu- 
ette of Herakles in the Loeb Collection’® is almost 
identical with the cast for the most part, yet the cast 
can not have been made from it unless it has been 
damaged and newly restored since that time. The 
sleeping satyr found at Herculaneum” is apparently 
influenced by the Hermes type, and in turn was modi- 
fied by the much greater artist of the Barberini Faun 
in Munich.” 


® Reinach, Repértoire, II 169, 5; 168, 2; 168, 1; III 52, 4; IV 96, 9; 
I 370, 7. Furtwangler, Geschnittene Steine, 2720-26, Schadow, Eine 
attische Grablekythos, pls. Il and III. 

™ Arch. Anz., XXIX, 1914, col. 377; Reinach, Répertoire, V 76, 2. 

@ A figure of this kind in the National Museum at Copenhagen is 
perhaps the original of the cast in Boston (Robinson, Catalogue of 
Casts, no. 332). The left hand, as well as the right arm and left foot, 
is lacking in the bronze, and Mr. Caskey kindly informs me that this 
is true also of the cast. I could find no small bronze in Naples that 
accurately represented the type (cf. Robinson, op. cit., no. 331 and 
Ruesch, Guida’, p. 207, no. 837). 

8 Reinach, Répertoire, V 94, 8. 

* Reinach, in R. Arch., XXXV, 1899, pp. 58 ff.; Répertoire, III 249, 4. 

*® Mr. Francis Bacon has kindly shown me the photograph, which was 
sent to him by Mr. Loeb. The bronze was published by Sieveking in the 
Miinchener Jahrbuch in July, 1925, but I have not seen this publication. 

®Ruesch, Guida?, p. 209, no. 842; Brunn-Bruckmann, 594; Von 
Mach, University Prints, no. 281. 

"Furtwangler-Wolters, Beschreibung der Glyptothek, no. 218; Von 
Mach, University Prints, no. 280. 
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It is unmistakable, however, that the original or at 
least the most highly esteemed use of this type was as 
Hermes. Certainly the Naples bronze is by far the 
finest example extant. The extraordinary alertness 
and life of the body have been accorded admiration by 
all critics; no other figure expresses so well the nature 
of Hermes as the celestial messenger. Several scholars 
have felt that so fine a work must have proceeded 
from a great master. Richardson,"* Bulle,”® and 
Reinach®® are strongly tempted to pronounce it an 
original work of Lysippos, though none of them quite 
yields to the temptation. Benndorf,*’ Collignon,*? and 
E. A. Gardner** consider it an original work of the 
Lysippian school.—It will be remembered that Gard- 
ner believes that the apoxyomenos is copied from a 
work of that kind.—Loewy,** Michaelis,*° Edward 
Robinson,*®° Mariani,®** and Waldhauer®® see in it a 
copy from Lysippos or a pupil. Mme. Maviglia®® 
finds it in accordance with her idea of Lysippos. Cul- 
trera,*® the arch-Agiast, finds no Lysippian character 
at all in the Hermes. Klein®’ considers it a school 
work, like the “Praying Boy,” but he does not make it 
clear whether as an original or as a copy. Walters®? 
strangely terms it “Pheidian in treatment.” 


* Greek Sculpture, p. 234. 

* Bulle, Der schdne Mensch’, col. 361. © Recueil, pl. 219. 
Th. Oest. Arch. I., IV, 1901, p. 186. @ Tysippe, p. 112. 
8 Six Greek Sculptors, p. 243. For Praschniker’s view, see p. 168. 
* Griechische Plastik, p. 104. 8 Springer-Michaelis*, p. 294. 
* Catalogue of Casts in Boston, p. 236. 

*™ Ruesch, Guida’, p. 208. 8 Lisipp, p. 27. 

"1 Attivita Artistica di Lisippo, p. 109. 

© Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 1910, p. 240. 

* Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, pp. 406 f. 

Select Bronzes, text to pl. XXVI. 
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External evidence proves definitely that it is 
neither altogether copy nor original. Of the twelve 
imitations I have listed, all save the Naples statue 
show the posture reversed as compared with the 
large statue: the right arm and left leg are advanced, 
and the left arm and right leg are drawn back. Such 
an overwhelming preponderance of evidence compels 
the conclusion that this was the position of the origi- 
nal. All the figures that were mentioned as free imi- 
tations of the type support this conclusion. The artist 
of the Naples figure, then, reversed the posture of his 
original. In the position of the arms he may have been 
influenced by another type of seated Hermes, of which 
we have the original, as it seems, as well as two copies.** 
In this, however, the legs are crossed and the posture 
indolent; the later artist owed little to it. 

He made another and more important change. 
The appearance of alertness so notable in the Naples 
bronze arises, in large part, from the forward inclina- 
tion of the body: it is this, more than any other one 
detail, that conveys the impression that the god is ready 
to leap up in a fraction of a second. Now this forward 
inclination does not appear to any such extent in any 
other representation of the type: it is necessary there- 
fore to ascribe it to the artist of the Naples figure. It 
is clear that he followed closely an earlier and very 
celebrated figure, but modified it and, in one important 
detail at least, distinctly improved it. It is altogether 
probable that the morphological details are his own. 

An examination of the Hermes makes it quite clear 
why scholars have been so hesitant in connecting the 
work closely with Lysippos, in spite of its remarkable 
excellence. The musculature is treated more in the 
manner of the “Jason” than of the apoxyomenos. The 

* The original is in the Acropolis Museum (Casson, Catalogue, p. 250, 
no. 1346; Reinach, Répertoire, V 76, 6); the copies in the Corsini Gar- 


den in Florence (Reinach, Répertoire, II 169, 4) and in the Hermitage 
(Reinach, Répertoire, III 52, 1). 
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figure is lithe and wiry rather than muscular. The 
triangular depression at the waist does not occur. 
The feet are broader and show less anatomical detail. 

The head is more or less restored; the exact extent 
of the restoration is uncertain, but the face at least is 
nearly all original. The hair may be called Lysippian, 
though the closest analogy is the Fagan head. The 
ears resemble those of the apoxyomenos in shape; 
their protrusion is noticeable. The eyes, nose, and lips 
are wholly un-Lysippian. The general construction of 
the face is entirely different from that used by Lysip- 
pos: the surface of the face slopes back rapidly from 
the nose, so that the eyes, instead of being deeply 
shadowed, seem to lie along the surface. 

The sculptor of the Naples Hermes, then, was cer- 
tainly not Lysippos. As to his time there is little evi- 
dence, but the third century seems more probable. 
Dickins finds great similarity between the Hermes 
and the Praying Boy,** attributed with virtual cer- 
tainty to Boedas. I can not agree with him; it 
seems to me that the only difference between the Pray- 
ing Boy and the apoxyomenos is that one represents 
a more mature figure than the other. 

There is no evidence as to the original author of 
the Hermes type, but he was probably considerably 
earlier than Lysippos. The bronzes that are suffici- 
ently large and well preserved to allow observation of 
their style seem to belong to the early fourth if not the 
fifth century. Indeed, the figure from Paramythia 
(no. 4).is probably itself earlier than Lysippos. 

Another type sometimes used to represent Hermes 
is known in a number of examples,®’ of which the best 
known is the “Mercure Richelieu” in the Louvre. 
Formerly Furtwangler and Amelung separated the 


* Flellenistic Sculpture, p. 38. 


® Listed by Lippold in Jb. Arch. I., XX VI, 1911, pp. 279 f.; cf. Jones, 
Palazzo dei Conservatori, p. 160, no. 11; Furtwangler, Masterpieces, pp. 
289 ff.; Amelung, in Rom, Mitt., XX, 1905, pp. 146 f. 
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Hermes of Atalanti from the Richelieu type chiefly be- 
cause of the difference in the heads: it was not believed 
that the head of the Richelieu statue itself was origi- 
nal, but the copy in Ny Carlsberg®® was thought to 
show the original type. Lippold has shown, however, 
that the head of the Hermes of Atalanti is only a rude 
variant of that of the Ares Ludovisi;*? so that statue 
is to be regarded as a Hellenistic combination of di- 
verse elements. Furthermore, it has been established 
that the head of the Ny Carlsberg statue does not 
belong to it;°’ and the head of the Lecca-Ducagini 
replica seems rightly explained by Lippold as a por- 
trait type.°? Finally, one of the marble statues from 
the Cerigotto wreck’®® is an example of the type and 
is sufficiently preserved to establish the original type of 
head, of which several copies are identifiable. 

Amelung, believing in the existence of two closely 
related originals, ascribed both to Lysippos. Since it 
now appears that neither of the heads on which that 
opinion was based belonged originally to the type, and 
since the true head had generally been considered 
Attic,*°* Amelung now agrees that the statue is 
Attic,’°? and that is doubtless right. It might well be 
attributed to Lysippos if the Agias were his.'°? — Lip- 
pold’’* has suggested that it may be the Theseus of 
Seilanion. 

The head now worn by the Copenhagen replica,’ 

° De Antike Kunstvaerker, no. 272. 

Ib, Arch. I., XXVI, 1911, p. 277. 

*§ Ausonia, II, 1907, p. 216 (Mariani). 


SU WATCH. ley Nev OIE ph 274: 


SUA Chile) SONAL LOT 272) How Aoy. 1902) ply Bs 2): 
Svoronos, Td ’Etvixdv Movosiov, pl. XV, 1. 


** Furtwangler-Wolters, Beschreibung der Glyptothek, no. 289. 
2 Helbig, Fiihrer®, I, p. 625. 


*3 The body was declared Lysippian through comparison with the 
Agias by Mahler (Polyklet, p. 153, note 1) and Klein (Gesch. d. griech. 
Kunst, II, p. 352). 


™ Rom. Mitt., XX XIII, 1918, p. 93; Kopien und Umbildungen, p. 197. 
*° Good illustration: Ausonia, II, 1907, p. 216. 
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though pronounced by Klein’’® “rein lysippisch,” can 
not be confidently attributed to Lysippos. 

Furtwangler’’’ mentioned a bronze Hermes in Ber- 
lin as an original from the school of Lysippos. The 
bronze has since been published by Mariani,’°* who 
describes it as a translation of the Palatine Hermes 
into Lysippian style. This may well be a true account 
of its origin; but the style is Lysippian only in general 
character. A bronze statuette in the museum at Gen- 
eva (Plate 53, B),*°® belonging in a general way to the 
Richelieu type, is more likely to represent the immediate 
following of the master. 

The group representing Seilenos with the infant 
Dionysos exists in several copies. As Klein’s cita- 
tions'’® are now antiquated I repeat his list, with three 
additions: 


1. Louvre: Frohner, Notice, no. 250; Brunn-Bruckmann, 
no. 64; Friederichs-Wolters, no. 1430; Klein, Praxi- 
teles, p. 397, fig. 80; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 
245 ; Reinach, Répertoire, I 169, 1-3; Marbres Antiques, 
pl. XVIII; Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 22. Here pl. 33. 

2. Munich, Glyptothek: Furtwangler-Wolters, p. 244 ff., 
no. 238; Hundert Tafeln, no. 39; Reinach, Répertovre, 
I 375, 6; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 245; Wol- 
ters, Fiihrer (1922), p. 27 and plate. 

3. Vatican: Amelung, Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., I, pp. 16 f., pl. 
II; Helbig, Fiihrer®, I, p. 3, no. 4; Bulle, Der schone 
Mensch?, no. 71; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 
245; Reinach, Répertoire, II 64, 7. 

4, Wilton House: Michaelis, Ancient Marbles, p. 687, no. 
70; Reinach, Répertoire, I 411, 7. 


6 Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, II, p. 352. 

1" Masterpieces, pp. 300 and 338 (Meisterwerke, pp. 520 and 572). He 
gives two inventory numbers; 6305 is correct. 

18 Ausonia, II, 1907, pp. 226 ff. and fig. 9; details about the bronze by 
Zahn. 

1 Reinach, Répertoire, II, 786, 4; Einzelaufnahmen, 1883; Deonna, 
Cat. des bronzes figurés antiques, p. 16, no. 27, pl. Il; De Ridder and 
Deonna, L’art en Gréce, pl. 9. 

%° Praxiteles, pp. 395 ff. 
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5. Palazzo Massimi: Matz-Duhn, Ant. Bildw. in Rom., 
I, no. 471. “Unglaublich schlecte, vermuthlich moderne 
Arbeit.” 

6. Stud. Carimini: Matz-Duhn, op. cit., I, no. 472. Un- 
finished. 

7. “Fragment in V Saale des Orto botanico.” 

8. Hermitage: Kieseritzky, no. 291; Reinach, Répertoire, 
DELS os “ottspect.”” 


HEADS OF SEILENOS 

1. Berlin: Ant. Skulpt., no. 279. 

2. Palazzo Rospigliosi: Matz-Duhn, op. cit., no. 482. 

3. Museo Capitolino: Jones, Sculpt. of the Mus. Cap., p. 
#10; no, 35; pl. 30: 

4. Naples, Museo Nazionale; Ruesch, Guida?, p. 79, no. 
254. 

5. Madrid: Htibner, Die antiken Bildwerke in Madrid, no. 
119; Einzelaufnahmen, 1637. 

6. Rome, Museo Nazionale: Paribeni, Mus. Naz. Rom.4, 
p. 154, no. 346. Here pl. 34. 

7. Vatican, Magazine: Illustrated London News, Sep- 
tember 9, 1922, p. 380 and fig. 19. 


Klein wishes to see in this group the “symplegma” 
of Kephisodotos, the son of Praxiteles.*** This sug- 
gestion has not found favor; the word “symplegma” 
can not naturally be interpreted to mean simply 
“group.” Besides, it is difficult to see Praxitelean in- 
fluence in the statue. The kinship in subject with the 
Hermes serves to emphasize the complete difference in 
style. The Hermes is a figure of youthful beauty; the 
Dionysos, incidentally added, is not allowed to obscure 
the graceful lines of the young god. In the Seilenos 
group, on the contrary, the child is used especially, it 
seems, to make a transverse line across the chest, such 
as exists in the apoxyomenos and the Medici Aphro- 
dite. The “Spielbein,” set forward and resting on its 
outer side, reminds one of the Farnese Herakles; 
indeed the whole posture suggests that statue. 


 Praxiteles, pp. 395 ff.; Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, II, pp. 398 f. 
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Accordingly Loeschcke,"* Furtwangler,’* Bulle,’** 


Amelung,'’® Lippold,® and Waldhauer™ are inclined 
to ascribe this type to Lysippos. 

A study of details, as seen in the three good copies 
and in several of the heads, furnishes strong support 
for the attribution. Similarities to the apoxyomenos 
are discernible not only in the general proportions and 
the treatment of anatomy, but in the forehead, the 
eyes, the navel, the long, flat feet, and indeed in every 
feature except the pubes. The hair on the head of the 
child and on the back of the head of Seilenos is also like 
that of the apoxyomenos. There is no other work 
which can be so certainly assigned, solely on stylistic 
grounds, to Lysippos. As has been noted, this may be 
the work which appears in Pliny’s list as a “satyr in 
Athens.”” At any rate the number of copies indicates 
that it was more popular in antiquity than the Praxi- 
telean Hermes which fortune has preserved; and it 
deserved its popularity, for it was finely conceived and 
finely designed. 

Lorenzo Ghiberti records’’® the discovery of three 
antique statues in Italy. One found at Rome repre- 
sented a hermaphrodite the size of a girl thirteen years 
old. Another, found in Florence, seems to have been 
an Aphrodite. The third was found in Siena. It is 
said to be like (“simile”) the other two. It had a 
dolphin against the leg on which the weight rested; 
at least that seems to be the most natural interpreta- 
tion of Ghiberti’s words: “et aveva in sulla gamba in 
sulla quale ella si posava, uno delfino.’’*’® On the base 


12 Arch. Anz., X, 1895, p. 217. 

™ Beschreibung der Glyptothek, no. 238. 

4 Der schone Mensch’, col. 136. ™ Helbig, Fuhrer’, I, pp. 3 ff. 

* Tn Pauly-Wissowa. ™ Lisipp, p. 33. 

™ The passage in full in Bull. dell’ Inst., 1837, pp. 68-70; the part 
dele directly with the Lysippian figure in Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., 
no. 

The manuscript has “alfino,” which might mean a bishop in chess. 
The emendation, however, is probably right. 
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appeared the name of the sculptor, who was Lysippos. 
The statue excited general and enthusiastic admira- 
tion, and was set up over a public fountain of the city. 
The Sienese encountered bad fortune in war with Flor- 
ence, however ; and it was suggested that the honor paid 
the statue was the cause of it. It was denounced in the 
consistory as indecent (disonesta),’*° and was finally 
broken to pieces and buried in Florentine soil. Its dis- 
covery was prior to 1348, since Ambrogio Lorenzetti, 
who is mentioned as having made a drawing of it, died 
in that year. 

Lange identified this statue as a Poseidon of the 
Lateran type.’** In the first place, however, Ghiberti’s 
description can hardly be interpreted to correspond 
with that figure. Then it is not easy to understand 
why a great wave of popular enthusiam should surge 
about the Poseidon, even if a fine replica of it were 
discovered; it is not unduly cynical to suggest that a 
feminine figure of seductive beauty would be much 
more likely to appeal to the populace. Finally, what 
would the term “disonesta” mean, if applied to the 
Poseidon? General recognition of these objections has 
led to a loss of interest in the incident in Siena, so 
far as the Poseidon is concerned. 

More recently two writers'”” have independently 
suggested that the statue was a replica of the Medici 
Aphrodite (Plate 9, A).’°* It might very naturally 
arouse unbounded enthusiasm, and very naturally be 


™ This detail is not derived from Ghiberti, but from the consistory 
records; see Loewy, l.c.. 


* Das Motiv des aufgestiitzten Fusses, p. 47. 


2 Mahler, in R. Arch., I., 1903, pp. 33-38, and C. R. Acad. Insc., 
1905, pp. 623-628; Julius von Schlosser, in Jb. Kunsth. Samm., 1904, pp. 
141-150. 

* Amelung, Fiihrer durch Florenz, no. 67; Bulle, Der schéne 
Mensch’, no. 156; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 202; Friederichs- 
Wolters, no. 1460. Head of the Dresden replica: Reinach, Recueil, pls. 
184-185. List of replicas: Bernoulli, Aphrodite, pp. 229-233. The his- 
tory of the Medici statue: Mélanges Perrot, pp. 285-290 (S. Reinach) 
and Rom. Mitt., XIX, 1904, pp. 267-275 (Correra). 
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condemned as “disonesta” ; and the dolphin corresponds 
well to Ghiberti’s description. Furthermore, a rough but 
quite unmistakable adaptation of the Aphrodite ap- 
pears in a group in Pisa,’** which certainly belongs to 
the fourteenth century; it is tentatively attributed to 
Tino di Camaino, a Sienese sculptor. Here the Aphro- 
dite has become a figure of Prudence! This shows 
clearly that an example of the type was known in Tus- 
cany during the period of the Sienese statue’s popu- 
larity; probably it was very well known, since the 
adaptation is a rather surprising one unless the statue 
imitated was especially esteemed. 

Mahler, in his first article, noted several points of 
stylistic resemblance between the Aphrodite and the 
apoxyomenos. The arms cross the body similarly, giv- 
ing a broken rhythm in the lines very different from 
that in such statues as the Knidian Aphrodite, where 
the torso is kept as clear of obstruction as possible. 
The hair in each case has a restless character, with a 
tuft almost upright on the middle of the head. The 
face, as seen in the Dresden replica (Plate 36), also 
shows decided resemblances to the apoxyomenos: the 
shape is somewhat Lysippian, and the eyes, lips, and 
chin are noticeably like those of the apoxyomenos. The 
back, with its deep groove along the spine resembles 
that of the apoxyomenos; it is very unlike the back of 
the Capitoline Aphrodite, for example. 

This hypothesis has been accepted by Reinach and, 
if hearsay evidence is reliable, by Furtwangler.**” The 
prevailing opinion among scholars, however, remains 
what it was before: that the Aphrodite is a Hellen- 
istic work of the Praxitelean school. Von Schlosser 
was so reluctant to attribute the statue to Lysippos 
that he declared the inscription worthless. Few schol- 
ars would follow him in that: an antique label is not 


™ \7on Schlosser’s figs. 4, 5, 10. 
25 R. Arch., XXIV, 1914, p. 158. 
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lightly to be disregarded, though the Dioskouroi of 
Monte Cavallo warn against too implicit faith. 

We may deplore the absence of divine character in 
the statue, but its significance as a work of art is not 
to be denied. The sculptor deliberately chose to depict 
the goddess simply as a petite, chic, seductively beau- 
tiful young woman. His taste in so doing may not 
command approval; but it must be admitted that it 
required an original and intellectually vigorous artist 
to take such a step. That is the sort of artist Lysippos 
was. We find no evidence anywhere of lofty idealism 
or of profound spiritual expression in his work. It 
seems to me quite likely that he did make the original 
of the Medici Aphrodite. Neither the internal nor 
the external evidence alone would carry conviction; 
but together they make the attribution plausible. 

Mme. Maviglia,’’® though somewhat impressed by 
Mahler’s arguments, finally rejects the attribution be- 
cause of the absence of literary evidence—“‘inesplica- 
bile in tal caso.” But the argument from silence is 
exceedingly feeble. Pliny was an ignorant and un- 
critical compiler from sources of undeterminable 
value, so that no omission from his account is signifi- 
cant. In other classic authors, works of art are, with 
the exception of a comparatively small number of espe- 
cially esteemed works, mentioned only when they acci- 
dentally become necessary to the writer’s theme. The 
numerous replicas of the Aphrodite prove that it was 
popular with the people; the judgment of the con- 
noisseurs, which is reflected in literature, may reason- 
ably have been less favorable. 


20 T’Attivita Artistica di Lisippo, pp. 76 ff. Lippold, in Pauly-Wis- 
sowa, also rejects the hypothesis, and Waldhauer does not mention it. 


CHAPTER IX 


THE REPRESENTATIONS OF HERAKLES 


Among Lysippos’s favorite subjects was Herakles; 
his recorded works include several images of this 
hero. We have already spoken of the Herakles Epi- 
trapezios. In a sanctuary near Alyzia there was a 
whole series of groups representing the labors of 
Herakles;* later they were taken to Rome. Excava- 
tion has yielded fragments that perhaps belonged to 
the original bases,” but Mr. Rhomaios tells me that 
they are too much broken to afford any sort of evi- 
dence on the statues. It is highly probable that these 
works are to be placed fairly early in the life of the 
sculptor: it is not likely that the Akarnanian town 
could have commanded the services of Lysippos for 
so large a series of sculptures after he had reached 
the position of court sculptor to Alexander. It may 
well be that the activities of Lysippos in Akarnania 
and in Aitolia belonged to about the same time. Cul- 
trera® and Mme. Maviglia* have considered the prob- 
lem of identifying copies of these groups. 

A group of Herakles and the lion exists in sev- 
eral examples, differing somewhat from one another.°® 
In its general scheme the type is a very old one;°® 
but the representations on vases and in early sculp- 
ture differ in essential particulars from these groups, 

*Strabo, Geographica, X, 459 (App. 1, 48); Lippold in Pauly-Wis- 


sowa, no. 17. 

? Tlooxtixd, 1919, pp. 47-49. 

* Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 1910, pp. 244-256. 

*L’Attivita, pp. 70-75. 

° Reinach, Répertoire, I 463, 1 and 3 (Florence) ; 467, 5 (Oxford) ; 
II 237, 4 (Bibliothéque Nationale) ; 797, 2= III 249, 7 (Cologne) ; III 
73, 4= Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 18 (Hermitage) ; Maviglia, op. cit., fig. 
16 (Florence). 

°For a tabulation of its occurrence on vases see Luce, in A.J.A., XX, 
1916, pp. 460 ff. Cf. Roscher, Lexikon, I, 2, 2223-4, 2243. 
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which must be referred to a sculptured original of 
considerable celebrity. The details of form do not 
suggest Lysippian authorship, but small copies are 
rarely dependable for such details. The group was 
designed for observation from more than one point 
of view, since the lion’s head was presumably not 
intended to be invisible; and Waldhauer justly notes 
that the composition, if correctly represented in the 
groups in Florence and the Hermitage, was truly 
pyramidal.’ Derivation from Lysippos, then, is prob- 
able. 

A group of Herakles and the hind is best repre- 
sented in a beautiful little bronze in Palermo.’ At 
least one other group, formerly in the Museo Cam- 
pana, is evidently inspired by the same original,’ and 
its celebrity is further attested by an epigram in 
the Anthology,’® and the design on a .Pergamene 
coin.’? The maker of the Palermo bronze has changed 
the sex of the deer, however, and has made a foun- 
tain decoration of the group, so it is evidently not a 
dependable copy. It is scarcely possible that the orig- 
inals of both this and the lion group were parts of 
the series at Alyzia, since the hero is bearded in one 
case and not in the other. It may be assumed, how- 
ever, that Lysippos’s treatment of the themes was 
not very different from that in these groups. 

There is a possibility of something better in a 
statue in the Palazzo dei Conservatori.*” It is hardly 

* Lisipp, pp. 30 f. 

*Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 17; Maviglia, op. cit., fig. 18; Reinach, 
Répertotre, 1 468, 4; Waldhauer, Lisipp. fig. 20 and pp. 31 f. 

° Reinach, Répertoire, I 476, 5. Restorations, if any, are unknown to 
me. The two groups are discussed somewhat by Keil, in Annali dell’ 
Inst., XVI, 1844, pp. 175-186. 

* Anth. Pal., XVI (Plan. App., TV) 96 (App. 1, 49). 

“Von Fritze, pl. VI, no. 7, pp. 69 f. 

2B. Com. Rom., VIII, 1880, pls. IX-X, pp. 153-161; Brunn-Bruck- 
mann, no. 352; Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, no. 87; Reinach, Répertoire, 
II 540, 2; Helbig, Fiihrer’, I, p. 538, no. 948; Maviglia, op. cit., fig. 17; 
Jones, Palazzo dei Conservatori, p. 158, no. 7, pl. 58; Bocconi, Musei 
Capitolini, fig. 25. 
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to be doubted that Herakles is represented, though it 
is difficult to decide in what contest he is engaged. 
The statue has usually been considered earlier than 
Lysippos, but I believe that it is possible to agree 
with Mme. Maviglia’® that it is copied from an early 
work of Lysippos. The musculature seems to be 
about such as would be expected from the artist of the 
apoxyomenos, near the beginning of his career. It is 
very unlike that of the Agias: Cultrera, as a champion 
of the Agias, has reason to declare this Heracles non- 
Lysippian. The free and vigorous posture, with the 
twist of the body, warrants the belief that the origi- 
nal was not earlier than the middle of the fourth 
century. The hair, the grooved forehead, the eyes, 
the ears, the navel, and the long flat feet bear con- 
siderable resemblances to the corresponding features 
of the apoxyomenos. It ought to be noted that the 
pubes, which would reasonably be expected to be a 
fairly constant feature in an artist’s style, is more or 
less triangular and unlike that of the apoxyomenos. 

Certain other groups, chiefly on sarcophagi, are 
suggested by Cultrera as derived from the cycle at 
Alyzia; but their connection with Lysippos, if any, is 
indirect and vague. The Constantinople bronze,** 
which Mme. Maviglia’’® would consider copied from the 
Lysippian group of Herakles and the Erymanthian 
boar, has generally and rightly been dated much earlier. 
A statuette in the Hermitage’® might be derived from 
Lysippos, but hardly from the series at Alyzia, since 
no labor is represented. 

It is improbable that many such complete cycles 


eS Opmctta Davve 

“Gaz. Arch., VIII, 1883, pl. I; Collignon, Histoire, I, p. 479, fig. 
246; R. Arch., XXXV, 1899, pp. 19-33 (Joubin) ; Maviglia, op. cit., fig. 
19; Reinach, Répertoire, II 548, 3. 

* Op. cit., pp. 78-84. 

%® Waldhauer, Lisipp, p. 31 and fig. 19; Reinach, Répertoire, III 73, 2; 
Kieseritzky, Catalogue, no. 269A. 
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in the round were ever made, and any existing series 
would have a strong claim to consideration as pos- 
sibly copied from Lysippos. There are four groups 
in the Vatican,’ all found together at Ostia; but 
Amelung seems undoubtedly right in explaining them 
as creations of the second century after Christ, in 
which various Greek statues are freely imitated. A 
figure of Herakles drawing the bow,*® in the Lateran, 
resembles the Vatican series in size and style and 
probably had the same origin, though it was found 
in Rome. The museum at Lambese in Algeria con- 
tains five fragmentary groups representing Herakles 
in various labors. They are mostly unpublished, so 
far as I know, though there is a drawing of the Hydra 
group in the Répertoire,*® and I think a torso in 
Cagnat’s catalogue of the museum’? is another mem- 
ber of the series. These groups are approximately 
the same size as those in the Vatican and Lateran: 
they are about two thirds life size. The workman- 
ship is so poor that few inferences about the style of 
of the originals can be drawn; but the figures are 
rather slender and the treatment of anatomy offers 
no evidence against an attribution to the young Lysip- 
pos. It is by no means improbable a priori that the 
groups in Alyzia were smaller than the life-size; if 
so the statue in the Palazzo dei Conservatori would 
not be copied from any group there. 

The most famous of Lysippos’s statues of Hera- 
kles, like his most famous statue of Zeus, was at 
Tarentum.*? We have a good deal of information 
about it.2* Fabius Maximus took it to Rome when 


™ Amelung, Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., II, nos. 137, 141, 208, 213. 


* Benndorf-Schéne, D. ant. Bildw. d. Lat. Mus., no. 285; present 
number 238. 


*V 96, 6, with citation: Rec. de Constantine, 1914, pl. 1. 
7 P. 29; Reinach, Répertotire, II 148, 3. 

™ See chapter III for date. 

™ App. 1, 19-20, 40-43. 
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he captured Tarentum in 209 B.C., and set it up on the 
Capitol. There it remained probably till 325 A.D., 
when it was transferred to Constantinople. It per- 
ished in 1204, when the city was captured by the 
Latins. Meanwhile, however, Niketas Choniates had 
seen it, and he gives a gratifyingly detailed description. 
The hero had no weapon. He sat on a basket, over 
which the lion’s skin was spread. His right leg and 
right arm were extended; his left leg was bent at the 
knee, and he rested his head on his left hand, which 
was supported at the elbow. The shin of its leg was as 
tall as a man. Niketas calls the artist Lysimachos, 
but that is undoubtedly a mistake. 

Clearly the pathetic element was stressed in this 
work. The basket, as is shown by other monuments, 
indicates a connection with the cleaning of the Augean 
stables.2? Herakles bows his head beneath a burden 
not only of toil but of humiliation. His mighty 
strength, which was surely adequately rendered by 
Lysippos, would emphasize by contrast the despon- 
dency in which the hero was sunk. 

Klein** says that the well-known boxer in the 
Museo Nazionale at Rome (now known to be a signed 
work of Apollonios, son of Nestor, the sculptor of 
the Belvedere torso)’ “stammt unverkennbar von 
diesem Werke ab.” The resemblance between them 
seems to be limited to the fact that both represent 
men sitting down. He also says that Mahler found in 
Tarentum a life-size head of Herakles of Lysippian 
character, but closely resembling the boxer’s head; 
this would be a copy of the original by Lysippos. 
This head seems never to have been published, and I 
have tried in vain to secure a photograph. 

*% So Furtwangler, Sitzb. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., 1902, p. 441. 


* Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 371; cf. III, pp. 45 f. 


> Paribeni, Museo Nazionale Romano’, p. 197, no. 480; Hyde, OV M, 
pp. 145-147, with references. For Carpenter’s discovery of the signature 
see Gnomon, III, 1927, p. 190. 
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The head was broken from a statue. Originally 
it looked up to the left of the figure, as in the Terme 
boxer, but apparently the head was thrown back more 
than in that figure; at all events the resemblance be- 
tween them is not such as to prove any connection. 
The hair of the head in Tarentum resembles that of 
the Meleager or Farnese Herakles. There are several 
horizontal lines in the forehead. The eyes are widely 
opened; the balls show little curvature; the upper lid 
is thicker than the lower. The ears resemble those of 
the apoxyomenos, the mouth that of the Farnese 
Herakles. The base of the nose is broad. On the 
whole it seems altogether possible that this head is 
copied from an original by Lysippos or one of his fol- 
lowers; in the latter case the original might have been 
influenced by the famous Herakles. It is very doubt- 
ful whether the head represents Herakles: it is a 
rather thin and old face and should not belong to a 
strong man. The expression may indicate either 
weariness or sadness. Herakles or Herakleitos? 

Furtwangler has recognized in a carving on an 
ivory chest, made probably in the tenth or eleventh 
century, an imitation of the Herakles of Lysippos. The 
chest is now in Xanten, in Germany.** With simi- 
lar works, it had previously been regarded as made in 
Constantinople. The carving corresponds so perfectly 
with the description of Niketas that it seems certain 
that it is derived from the Lysippian statue. Yet 
one hesitates to trust it on one point, where Niketas 
is silent: Herakles is shown as beardless. Certainly 
the pathos of the design would have been more effec- 
tive if the hero were older. 

Two epigrams describe a statue of Herakles, ex- 
pressly ascribed by one of them to Lysippos.** In this 

*% Sitzb. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., 1902, pp. 435-442. The carving on p. 
439. Cf. Dalton, Byzantine Archaeology, p. 122; Schlumberger, 
LEpopée Byzantine, Il, p. 271, illustration. 


* 4nth. Pal., XVI (Plan. App., 1V) 103-104 (App. 1, 50-51) ; Lippold 
in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 16. 
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case Herakles was not only unarmed, but lacked his 
usual attribute, the lion-skin. The interpretation of 
the poets was that he had been overcome and stripped 
of his arms by Love. It has been thought that these 
epigrams referred to the famous work at Tarentum.”® 
But why should there be solicitous inquiries about the 
lion-skin, if Herakles was sitting on it? Of course it 
is conceivable that the poets were celebrating a work 
that they knew by reputation only. Geminus and 
Philip, however, lived during the period when the 
Tarentine colossus was at Rome, and they would surely 
have had no difficulty in learning the details of its 
treatment, even if they never visited Rome themselves. 
It seems unlikely that they would have emphasized the 
absence of the lion-skin unless they were sure it was 
absent. Jahn suggests that the poet Geminus is iden- 
tical with the consul Geminus, 18 A. D.*® If this is 
true he could hardly fail to be acquainted with the 
Tarentine work. 

The poets, then, describe a different statue. It ap- 
pears that it was seated, though the epigrams do not 
say so directly. Geminus’s epigram was cut on a 
block of marble formerly in Venice,*® which may have 
been the base for a copy of the statue; but the block 
is now lost. So far as can be inferred, the original 
was quite without attributes by which it could be 
identified as Herakles; it may be that copies have es- 
caped notice because of that. 

At Sikyon Pausanias saw a bronze Herakles by 
Lysippos.*! He gives no description whatever of it. 
Whether the Heraklés mentioned by Lucian* is iden- 


*So Furtwangler, Sitzb. Bayer. Akad. Wiss., 1902, p. 436. 
*° Rh. Mus., X, 1856, p. 626. 

Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., no. 534. 

* TI 9, 8 (App. 1, 44) ; Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 13. 
*® Zeus Tragoedus, 12 (App. 1, 29). 


REPRESENTATIONS OF HERAKLES 197 


tical with any of those mentioned, it is impossible to 
say; perhaps the author had no particular statue in 
mind. 

Of the various standing types of Herakles that 
have been associated with Lysippos, much the most 
interesting is that which represents the hero leaning 
wearily on his club.** A great number of copies are 
known. Unfortunately they vary a good deal among 
themselves, so some caution is necessary in determin- 
ing the style of the original. 


1. “Herakles Farnese” in the Museo Nazionale at Naples: 
Ruesch, Guida?, p. 90, no. 280; Bulle, Der schéne 
Mensch, no. 72; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 
236; Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 18; Brunn-Bruckmann, 
no. 285; Friederichs-Wolters, no. 1265; Reinach, 
Répertoire, I 465, 1-3; Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 14; 
Stephani, no. 10. Here pl. 37. The head: Mon. Ined., 
VIII, 1868, pls. 54-55, 2. 

2. Florence, Palazzo Pitti: Amelung, Fiihrer durch Flor- 
enz, no. 186; Brunn-Bruckmann, no. 284; Springer- 
Wolters!2, p. 364, fig. 683; Reinach, Répertotre, II 210, 
5; Diitschke, Ant. Bildw. in Oberit., II, no. 36. The 
head is a portrait of Commodus.?4 

3. Florence, Uffizi: Amelung, op. cit., no. 40; Einzelauf- 

.  nahmen, no. 346; Ruesch, Guida?, p. 91, fig. 32; Rein- 
ach, Répertoire, I 474, 1; Elenco, no. 138, with ill.; 
Ditschke, op. cit., II, no. 95; Stephani, no. 21. Here 
PINGS, on: 

4. Athens, from the Cerigotto wreck: Eq. ’Aoy., 1902, 
supplementary plate B, 1, col. 158; Svoronos, To 
’"Edvixov Movoeiov, pl. XI, 1; Reinach, Répertoire, III 
248, 1. Head modern. 


*8 Valuable discussions. of the type: Furtwangler, in Roscher, Lexi- 
kon, I, 2, cols. 2172 ff.; Amelung, Fiihrer durch Florenz, no. 44; Svoronos, 
Td ’Edvixdv Movosiov, pp. 55-65; Lippold, Kopien und Umbildungen, 
pp. 56-58; a few remarks in Pauly-Wissowa, Supplementband III, col. 
1112 (Gruppe). List of copies: Stephani, Der ausruhende Herakles, pp. 
Ge ff. I have not been able in all cases to identify the statues listed by 

im, 

* Arndt (text to Einzelaufnahmen, no. 231) thought that the head 
must be modern, but this is contrary to the records of the discovery of 
the statue. Lippold (Kopien und Umbildungen, pp. 247 f., note 19) 
suggests that the existing head replaced the original one in antiquity. 
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Villa Borghese: Einzelaufnahmen, nos. 2775-2777 ; cf. 
no. 1489; Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 1910, p. 235, fig. 
12; Reinach, Répertoire, | 467, 1; mentioned by Ame- 
lung, op. cit., no. 40. Here pl. 38, B. The head: text 
to Brunn-Bruckmann, 609, figs. 4-5. Here pl. 39. 
Louvre: Reinach, Répertoire, I 152, 6. Head does not 
belong. 

Rome, Torlonia collection: Reinach, Répertoire, 1 467, 
3; II 215, 2; Visconti, Museo Torlonia, pl. LIV, no. 
214; Stephani, no. 17. 

Once in Rome, Mattei collection: Reinach, Répertoire, 
I 473, 4; Stephani, no. 16. Perhaps identical with the 
following. 

Rome, Torlonia collection: Reinach, Répertoire, II 
215, 1; Visconti, Museo Torlonia, pl. CX VIII, no. 462. 
Compiégne: Reinach, Répertoire, [1 795, 4; Espéran- 
dieu, Recueil général des bas-reliefs, statues et bustes 
de la Gaule romaine, V, p. 153, no. 3918. Statuette. 
Dijon: Reinach, Répertoire, TV 127, 2. 

Leyden: Reinach, Répertoire, IV 127, 4. 

Milan, Museo Archeologico: Diitschke, op. cit., V, > 
412, no. 999; R. Arch., III, 1916, p. 45, fig, 16) irae 
mentary. 

Toulouse: Reinach, Répertoire, II 210, 7; Espérandiex, 
op. cit., II, p. 33, no. 893. Fragmentary. 

Toulouse: Reinach, Répertoire, I 476, 2 and III 174, 1; 
Espérandieu, loc. cit., no. 894; Stephani, no. 33. 
Saloniki, church of St. George. Small. Possibly 
identical with a headless statuette at the “Villa Bitzos, 
au faubourg de Pyrgos” (B.C.H., XXIII, 1899, p. 
342). Here pl. 48. 

Geneva, torso: Einzelaufnahmen, 1886; R. Arch., IV, 
12, 1908, p. 161, no. 5, fig. 7; Deonna, Cat. des sculpt. 
ant., p, ol; no.63: 

Vienna, Estensische Sammlung, no. 28; torso: Rein- 
ach, Répertoire, II 226, 7; Einzelaufnahmen, 64; 
Diitschke, V, no. 796. 

Louvre, Salle de Clarac: Reinach, Répertoire, II 210, 
8. Fragmentary. 

Sparta: Tod and Wace, Catalogue, p. 151, no. 115. 
Florence: Reinach, Répertoire, II 210, 6. Partly 
modern. 

Marble statuette in Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum, 
room X, no. 69. 
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23. Marble statuette in Rome, Palazzo Spada: Matz- 
Duhn, Ant. Bildw. in Rom, I, no. 121; Stephani, 
no. 15. 

24. Marble statuette in the Hermitage: Kieseritzky, Cata- 
logue of the Hermutage, p. 4, no. 3; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, II] 65, 5. Head does not belong. 

25. Fragmentary marble statuette in Karlsruhe: Fried- 
erichs-Wolters, no. 1267. 

26. Marble statuette in Baltimore, Walters Gallery: un- 
published. 

27. Bronze in Vienna, no. 1208: Von Sacken, Die ant. 
Bronzen des k. k. Miinz und Antiken-Cabinets in Wien, 
pl. XXXVIII, 3, pp. 97 f.; Reinach, Répertoire, II 
214, 8. 

28. Bronze in Louvre: Collignon, Histoire, II, pl. IX; 
Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 19; Reinach, Répertoire, II 
211, 5; R. Arch., XXVII, 1895, pp. 278-281 and pl. 
XIII; De Ridder, Les bronzes antiques, p. 91, no. 652, 
pl. 46; Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 15. 

29. Bronze in Avignon: Reinach, Répertoire, III 248, 4. 

30. Bronze in Florence: Zannoni, Galleria Reale, IV, 3, 
111; Reinach, Répertoire, II 211, 3. 

31. Bronze in Florence: Zannoni, op. cit., IV, 3, 110; 
Reinach, Répertoire, II 211, 4. 

32. Bronze in Berlin: Arch. Anz., IX, 1894, p. 121, fig. 20; 
Reinach, Répertoire, II 215, 6. 

33. Bronze in Collection Gréau: Reinach, Répertoire, II 
209, 7: 

34. Bronze in Depoletti Collection: Mon. Ined., VIII, 12, 
9; Annali dell’ Inst., XXXVI, 1864, p. 388; Reinach, 
Répertoire, II 210, 1. 

35. Bronze in Rennes: Gaz. Arch., I, 1875, pp. 133 f., pl. 
36; Reinach, Répertoire, {1 215, 3. 

36. Bronze in Naples: First room of small bronzes, no. 
5185; Stephani, no. 2? 

37. Bronze in Bologna, Museo Civico: Room IX, case H. 

38. Bronze in Budapest, National Museum. Club and skin 
lost. 

39. Bronze in Turin, museum. Ca. 10 inches tall; lacks 
left arm, club, right foot and ankle. 

40. Bronze in Villa Albani: Morcelli, Fea, Visconti, De- 
scription de la Villa Albani, no. 933. 

41. Bronze in Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum. Lacks 
left foot. 
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42. Terracotta statuette in Patras? Iloaxtimd, 1911, p. 246. 
43. Terracotta statuette in Loeb Collection: Sieveking, 
Sammlung Loeb, Terrakotten, II, pl. 107, pp. 46-49. 

44. Terracotta statuette in Berlin: Weber, Die agyptisch- 

griechischen Terrakotten, p. 181, no. 301, pl. 29. 


Heaps 

1. British Museum: Smith, Catalogue, III, no. 1736; Col- 
lignon, Lysippe, fig. 20; Reinach, Recueil de Tétes 
Antiques, pl. 236; Waldhauer, Lisipp, fig. 17. 

2. Basle: Mon. Ined., VIII, pls. 54-55, 1; Annali dell’ 
Inst., XL, 1868, pp. 336-350; Friederichs-Wolters, no. 
1266; Arch. Anz., 1925, cols. 22-25 (with illustration 
made after the removal of restored parts). 

3. Metropolitan Museum, New York: Bulletin, XVI, 
1921, pps 134: 

4. Small terracotta head in Ashmolean Museum, Oxford ; 
from Smyrna. 

5. Bronze head in the Hermitage.?® 


To the list should probably be added two torsos in 
the Palazzo dei Conservatori (Jones, Palazzo dei Con- 
servatort, pp. 234 and 235, nos. 21 and 25, Plate 92), 
though it is not clear from either the illustrations or 
the descriptions how closely the torsos correspond to the 
type. A decorative figure of this type appears on one of 
the capitals in the Baths of Caracalla.** There are 
many other statues extant which clearly show the in- 
fluence of this original, though not to be classified as 
copies: Reinach, Répertoire, I 466, 4; I 466, 6 (per- 
haps the same; cf. Michaelis, Anc. Mar., p. 286, no. 
18); 1 476, 1; If 209, 6; TV 129, 1, 2, and S;aGaiaem 
Museum, bronzes 1292 and 1293. Répertoire, II 209, 
3; II 210, 4; III 65, 1, and Matz-Duhn, no. 122 are 
thought to be modern. 

There are several statues which are derived from 
an earlier type, in which the body is more erect, the 
head does not look down, the right hand grasps the 


* This is known to me only from Waldhauer’s illustration (Lisipp, 
fig. 16) and I hesitate to use it as a basis for any inferences. 
 Reinach, Répertoire de Reliefs, III, p. 325, 2. 
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hip, and the left foot is set back instead of forward.*” 
This type probably originated in the following of 
Polykleitos. The artist of the Farnese type set the 
“Spielbein” in front; it rests on the side of the foot. 
This was a new position; with the bowed head and the 
other changes introduced in the Farnese type, it en- 
tirely transforms both the design and the spirit of the 
statue. A statue in Dresden,** if accurately copied 
from any original, represents a true and immediate 
precursor of the Farnese type; but the workmanship 
of the statue is poor, and it is probably a derivative 
of the Farnese type itself. 

No. 1, bearing the signature of Glykon of Ath- 
ens,°® is of course the best known. It is a Neo-Attic 
production of great technical excellence and probably 
was famous on its own account. A papyrus in Geneva, 
which contains a list of works of art in Rome in the 
third century after Christ, includes this work of Gly- 
kon.*° The mountainous flesh and exaggerated mus- 
culature of this statue are doubtless due in part to the 
copyist, and the same may be assumed in regard to the 
colossal scale of the figure. If this is true we should 
have to regard nos. 4 and 13, as well as the colossal 
heads in Basle and the British Museum, as copied 
directly from Glykon’s work. It is more probable, how- 
ever, that the original was colossal; many of the copies 
would naturally be reduced. No. 3 is usually thought 
to be the best of all. Here the musculature is much 


% One in the Villa Borghese: Einzelaufnahmen, 132; Reinach, 
Répertoire, 11 209, 9. One in Dresden: Mahler, Polyklet, p. 147, fig. 48; 
Reinach, Répertoire, II 210, 3; Herrmann, Verzeichnis, no. 92(?). One 
in Museo Torlonia: Museo Torlonia, pl. XIV, no. 56; Schreiber, Arch. 
Anz., 1879, p. 68, no. 54. Cf. also a relief in Athens: Reinach, Réper- 
toire de Reliefs, 11 352, 1; Svoronos, To ’Edvixov Movoeiov, pl. LX, no. 
1404, pp. 352 f. It is possible that one or two of the statues listed as 
examples of the Farnese type, e.g. no. 18, really belong to the earlier type. 


% Reinach, Répertoire I 463, 5; Herrmann, Verzeichnis, no. 161. 
® Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., no. 345. 


* Nicole, Un catalogue d'oeuvres d'art conservées d Rome a l’époque 
wnpériale. 
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more moderate; still this copy does not suggest that no. 
1 is very inaccurate; the differences between them are 
largely explained by the difference in scale. No. 5 is 
not good, though it offers better analogies to the 
apoxyomenos, in details, than most of them. The 
small bronze in Vienna, no. 27, probably gives as good 
an idea of the original as any of the marbles. The best 
evidence for the head is found in the colossal head of 
the British Museum, though Waldhauer regards it as 
a development from, rather than an example of, the 
type.*? 

In some copies the right hand holds some apples, 
which are obviously the apples of the Hesperides. It 
is singular that the apples should be held where the 
spectator would not ordinarily see them; perhaps the 
artist was given a commission for a statue of Herakles 
with the apples, and followed his own taste in making 
them inconspicuous. The addition of the apples by a 
number of copyists working independently seems im- 
possible. The presence of the apples, together with 
the occurrence of a somewhat similar figure in relief 
beside the gate at a fortress near Alyzia,*” may suggest 
that the original of the Farnese type belonged to the 
cycle there; but if one member of that cycle were so 
widely copied, we should certainly find abundant copies 
of the others also. 

In some cases adaptations of the same type are 
used with the infant Telephos.** It has been thought 
that Telephos was present in the original ;** but in none 
of these cases is the Herakles exactly reproduced, and 


“ Lisipp, p. 30. 

“”Heuzey, Le Mont Olympe et lAcarnanie, pl. XI, p. 413. 

“Statue in the British Museum, no. 1728 (Reinach, Répertoire, III 
65, 3); inner frieze at Pergamon (Pontremoli-Collignon, Pergame, p. 
94: Altertiimer von Pergamon, III, 2, pl. XXXI, 6); painting at Her- 
culaneum (Ath. Mitt., XXXIX, 1914, p. 66; Helbig, Wandgemalde der 
versch. Stadte Campaniens, no. 1143; Herrmann-Bruckmann, Denkm. d. 
Malerei, pls. 78-79). 

“So Weiszacker, Arch. Zeit., XL, 1882, pp. 255-264. 


REPRESENTATIONS OF HERAKLES 203 


the presence of Telephos is usually recognized as a 
modification. Svoronos*’ has suggested that the rock 
on which Herakles’s club rests is the aygAaotocg aét90 
that stood at the entrance to the lower world. He ex- 
plains in the same way the rocks employed as acces- 
sories with the Lateran Poseidon, the “Jason,” the 
Herculaneum Hermes, and other figures. This hypoth- 
esis would be rather tempting if the Herakles alone 
were concerned, but when the whole series of statues 
with rocks is considered, the explanation lacks proba- 
bility. The original of the Farnese type, then, simply 
portrayed the mighty hero weary and despondent, as 
in the case of the seated colossus at Tarentum. 

The copy in the Pitti palace, no. 2 in our list, has 
on the base an inscription: EPTON AYSITITIOY. *° 
The genuineness of the inscription was formerly dis- 
puted, but is now generally acknowledged. This an- 
tique label is evidence of the greatest importance, and I 
do not know of any scholar who altogether rejects the 
attribution of the type to Lysippos, though Mme. Ma- 
viglia*’ and the champions of the Agias** naturally do 
not give it a prominent place in their treatment of the 
artist. Perhaps it should have been discussed along 
with the Eros and the Herakles Epitrapezios; but there 
are cases in which antique labels are deceptive, and the 
general acceptance of the evidence of the label in this 
instance is due to the satisfactory correspondence be- 
tween this type and other Lysippian works. In general 
conception the Farnese type resembles the colossal 
statue at Tarentum, and the elongated figure and 
small head are familiar characteristics of Lysippos. 
As has been seen, the treatment of anatomy varies 

* Svoronos, To ’Edvixdv Movoeiov, pp. 55-65. See also Journ. Int. 
Arch. Nwm., IV, 1901, pp. 237-254. 

* Loewy, Insch. griech. Bildh., no. 506. 

“TAttivita Artistica di Lisippo, pp. 68 f. 


““P. Gardner, in J.H.S., XXV, 1905, p. 240; Cultrera, in Memorie 
det Lincet, XIV, 1910, pp. 2331; Hyde, OV M, pp. 253 f. 
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a great deal in the different copies; but if one looks 
through the whole list one finds the anatomy consis- 
tent with a conception of Lysippos based on the 
apoxyomenos and the Herakles Epitrapezios. The list 
contains no encouragement for the Agiasts, to say 
nothing of Mme. Maviglia. It must be noted that no 
head known to me, except that of no. 5, resembles the 
head of the apoxyomenos in details. But copies of a 
colossal statue are likely to be inaccurate in small de- 
tails, particularly if the copies are much reduced. 

The head in the British Museum and the Zeus 
of Otricoli, whose Lysippian character has been noted, 
offer a study in comparison and contrast. In both the 
hair is effectively treated and enhances the character 
of the face. Instead of the rich, orderly hair and the 
leonine mane, the Herakles has bushy, unkempt hair 
and beard. The groove in the forehead of the Zeus 
is short, rather shallow, and turns up slightly at the 
end; in the Herakles it is deep, runs almost entirely 
across the forehead, and the ends turn down slightly. 
The greatest difference is in the eyes: in both cases 
they are heavily shadowed and have depressions at 
the outer corners, but in the Herakles these hollows 
continue all around the lower part of the eyes, and the 
eyes are widely opened: the effect is one of sad des- 
pondency, in striking contrast to the serene majesty 
of the Zeus. 

The statue appears on various coins, of which one*® 
is certainly not later than 300. The way in which the 
statue is added to the design would indicate that it 
had some special importance, and very probably it 
stood in the city to which the coin belonged. Unfor- 
tunately this city has not been determined. Sikyon 
and Argos have been suggested; if Sikyon is right, it 
is highly probable that the statue mentioned by Pausa- 


*® Numismat. Chron., 1883, p. 9, pl. I 5; Svoronos, Td ’Edvxdv 
Movoeiov, p. 58, fig. 44. 
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nias is the original of this type.°® Probably no one will 
agree with Miss McDowall*! that the occasional oc- 
currence of the statue on Corinthian coins®? proves 
that it stood in Corinth. 

Furtwangler®® rightly observed that the figure by 
the gate at the Alyzian fortress is not so close to the 
Farnese type as to a little bronze in the Louvre.** 
This figure is quite different from the Farnese type, 
not only in position, which suggests that of the apox- 
yomenos, but in spirit: the Herakles of the Louvre 
bronze is alert and unwearied. It differs from the 
Alyzia figure, which is nude, in that the lion-skin is 
knotted about the neck and hangs down like a cloak. 
It is not impossible that this little figure may repro- 
duce the general lines of one of Lysippos’s statues of 
Herakles, though it is more likely to be an indepen- 
dent and original work by a good artist of his school. 

A statue in the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek,®’ repre- 
senting Herakles youthful and beardless, resembles 
the Louvre bronze in the posture and in the arrange- 
ment of the lion-skin. Arndt assumes that the right 
hand was raised and held a cup, but this is not certain. 
It may be that the young Herakles is copied from a 
work of Lysippos, which was freely imitated by the 
artist of the Louvre bronze. The musculature is early 
for Lysippos, however, and the head is distinctly 
Skopaic. It may possibly be copied from an early 
work of Lysippos, but this is not probable.*® 

© So Friederichs-Wolters, no. 1265; Lippold, Kopien u. Umbildungen, 
* AT HS. XXV, 1908, p. 157. 

*°B.M. Catalogue, Corinth, pl. XXII 5; Imhoof-Blumer and Gardner, 
Num. Comm. on Pausanias, pl. F, CIII. 

53 Roscher’s Lexikon, I, 2, col. 2173. 

* Mon. grecs, 1880, pl. 1; Reinach, Répertoire, II 209, 2; De Ridder, 
Les bronzes antiques, p. 34, no. 186, pl. 19. 

5% De Antike Kunstvaerker, no. 253; Arndt, Glyptothéque Ny Carls- 
berg, pls. 102-103, p. 149; Mahler, Polyklet, pp. 142 f.; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, II 222, 9. ; 

% Furtwangler (Masterpieces, p. 341, note 1—= Meisterwerke, p. 576, 


note) says: “One hesitates whether to call Lysippos or Skopas the 
author.” 
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A bronze statuette in the Villa Albani*’ reproduces 
the Farnese type in general. The position of the feet 
is not quite the same, however; the musculature is 
simpler, the left hand holds forth some object, and the 
right hand grasps the hip instead of resting behind 
the back. The result of these differences is that the 
impression of weariness disappears altogether. A 
marble statuette privately owned in Rome resembles the 
Albani bronze somewhat ;°* its preservation is so poor 
that it is difficult to determine how close the resem- 
blance is. The head is lost, as are most of both arms, 
the right leg below the knee, and the left foot. The 
anatomy is richer than in the Albani bronze; the right 
hand did not rest on the hip; there are considerable 
differences in the lion-skin; and the Malatesta statu- 
ette, unlike the bronze, has something on the shoulders. 

Della Seta believes that these two figures are de- 
rived from one original and that this original was the 
work of Lysippos.°® So close a relation between the 
two statuettes seems uncertain, however. The Albani 
bronze was very reasonably explained by Furtwangler 
as a variation of the Farnese type.®® For the Malatesta 
statuette an attribution to Lysippos is by no means 
absurd, but it is far from certain. 

Another type that has been attributed to Lysippos 
is represented by the Herakles Albertini in the Museo 
Nazionale at Rome.*’ The feet are in the position used 
by Lysippos on the signed base at Corinth except that 
they are reversed. The right arm, which is lost, ap- 

* Brunn-Bruckmann, no. 554; Reinach, Répertoire, II 209, 4, and I 
472, 5; Vita d’Arte, V, 1910, p. 50; Helbig, Fiihrer®, II, pp. 414 f., no. 
1858; Cultrera, Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 1910, p. 235. 

Vita d’ Arte, V, 1910, pls. I-II. 


° Vita d’Arte, V, 1910, pp. 47-54. 

© Roscher’s Lexikon, I, 2, col. 2173; Amelung would attribute its 
original to Bryaxis (Ausonia, III, p. 127). 

* Reinach, Répertoire, V 84, 1; Cultrera, Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 
1910, pls. I-IV; Jh. Oest. Arch. I., XIV, 1911, p. 95; Paribeni, Mus. Naz. 
Rom.*, p. 209, no. 509. 
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parently hung straight down and held a club upright; 
the left arm was bent at the elbow and extended 
straight toward the front; over the forearm the lion- 
skin was flung. A statue in the Palazzo Pitti (Plate 
40, A), appears to have the same posture.*” In this case 
the head, neck, shoulders, right arm, left hand, and 
other parts are restored; a part of the club, however, is 
antique. In this example the left leg is not advanced 
beyond the other, but is placed at the side, as in the 
Lansdowne Herakles. Another statue in the Palazzo 
Pitti (Plate 40, B)** has the same position for the feet 
as the Herakles Albertini, though there are consider- 
able differences in other particulars. The head is an- 
tique. A bronze in Ny Carlsberg” is very similar; but 
it can hardly be considered a trustworthy replica, since 
there is a quiverband on its back. The left hand seems 
to have held a bow;*’ it may be that the other statues did 
also, since in all of the other three the left hand is lost. 
The feet of the bronze have approximately the same 
relative position as in the Lansdowne Herakles. 
Cultrera believes that the original of the Albertini 

type was a statue by Lysippos,°® but the style of the 
Albertini statue is very old for that artist. Cultrera 
erroneously regards the Agias as the true norm of 
Lysippian style; but even in comparison with that 
work, the Herakles seems stiff and lifeless. Mac- 
chioro, indeed, has contributed to the gaiety of the dis- 

©” Einselaufnahmen, 231; Reinach, Répertoire, II 214, 2; Diitschke, 
Ant. Bildw. in Obertt., Il, no. 35; Furtwangler, Masterpieces, p. 296, note 
ee 28 in the list given by Preyss, in text to Brunn-Bruckmann, 691- 

® Einzelaufnahmen, 228-230; Reinach, Répertoire, II 211, 2; Diitschke, 
ant. Bildw. in Oberit., II, no. 33; Preyss, l.c., no. 26 

“Arndt, Glyptotheque Ny Carlsberg, pp. 136-137, pls. 89-92; De 
Antike Kunstvaerker, no. 261; Lippold, Antike Skulpturen der Glyptother 
Ny Carlsberg, pl. 18; Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, Antik Sculptur (a series 
of 30 plates), pl. 22; Preyss, l.c., no. 39. 

* These observations are made by Miss Bieber (Jb. Arch I., XXV, 
1910, p. 168). She would attribute both the Albertini statue and the 
bronze, which she regards as a distinct type, to Euphranor. 


® Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 1910, pp. 179-192. 
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cussion by dubbing the Albertini statue ‘‘arcaico.’’®’ 


Its feet are more Lysippian than those of the Agias, 
and the same may be said of the treatment of the torso, 
in spite of its early character. But these observations 
have little value, because the workmanship of the Al- 
bertini statue is so miserable that no conclusions at all 
can be based on it. The attribution gains nothing 
from a consideration of the bronze in the Glyptotek, 
which is a solid figure resembling the Lansdowne 
Herakles, nor from the two figures in the Pitti. 

Cultrera thinks that a Herakles of this type was 
the statue by Lysippos which Pausanias saw in Sik- 
yon, and finds an imitation of it in the design on a 
Sikyonian coin of Geta.°* It is quite possible that the 
Albertini Herakles and the numerous other figures 
that show a more or less distinct relationship to it®® are 
ultimately derived from the same statue that gave in- 
spiration to the artist of the coin-type; but the head 
was rightly identified long ago in the Genzano Hera- 
kles,”° and the author of the head as Skopas. 

Cultrera remarks that if the Lansdowne Herakles 
were derived from Skopas, the Albertini type also 
would be Skopaic.7* The Lansdowne Herakles (Plate 
41)" is a beautiful statue, with no restorations of im- 
portance, and is certainly the best existing representa- 
tion of the young Herakles. Preyss has listed 21 heads 
and 15 statues and torsos as ““Wiederholungen und Um- 


* Th. Oest. Arch. I., XIV, 1911, p. 94. 

*Tmhoof-Blumer and Gardner, Num. Comm. on Pau., pl. H, 11; 
British Museum Catalogue, Peloponnesos, no. 247, pl. IX, 22. 

© Cf. Cultrera, pp. 181-184. 

 Graef, in Rém. Mitt., 1V, 1889, pp. 189-226; cf. the second chapter 
of this book. 

Cap Lore 

e Hyde, OVM, pl. 30 and p. 298, fig. 71; Brunn-Bruckmann, 691-692, 
with text by Preyss; Jones, Palazzo dei Conservatori, Dp Ol Gardner, 
Six Greek Sculptors, pls. 56-58; Furtwangler, Masterpieces, p. 297; 
Kalkmann, Prop. des Gesichts (53rd Berlin Winckelmann Programm), 
p. on Springer-Wolters”, p. 329, fig. 611; Michaelis, Ancient Marbles, 
pp. 451 f. 
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bildungen” of the type, but this list is perhaps the most 
uncritical ever published. The list of heads includes 
all the examples of the Genzano type; all but three of 
the 21 wear garlands instead of plain bands. An ex- 
amination of the illustrations cited by him shows that 
in only three cases (his nos. 1, 4, 15) do the heads 
resemble the head of the Lansdowne statue closely 
enough to indicate direct derivation from a common 
original. In his no. 1%* a band is worn as in the Lans- 
downe figure; in his no. 4"* and no. 15*° the wreath is 
narrow and differs very little in appearance from a 
simple fillet. All other heads listed by Preyss differ 
in the eyes from the Lansdowne statue, being decidedly 
more Skopaic in this important feature, and none of 
them shows such correspondence in the hair as may be 
expected in copies from one original. The three heads 
which may be regarded as real copies are all much in- 
ferior to the Lansdowne Herakles and throw little 
or no light on the original. Of the fifteen statues and 
torsos it need only be remarked that only one of them 
has the club on the shoulder, and that it is reversed 
throughout as compared with the Lansdowne statue, 
and wears a lion-skin. (Cultrera mentions a statuette 
in Mykonos which apparently had the club on the 
shoulder. )*® Most of the others’’ belong more or less 
clearly to the Albertini type, though Preyss does not 
list the Albertini statue itself. In his text he acknowl- 
edges that the Lansdowne Herakles is probably de- 
rived from an original different from that represented 


%In the Uffizi; Einzelaufnahmen, 85-86; Graef’s no. 14; R. Arch., 
XXXVII, 1900, pl. XVII, right. 

™In Naples; Ruesch, Guida’, no. 848; Brunn-Bruckmann, 365. 

*In Dresden; Einzelaufnahmen, 164-165; here in text Arndt says 
that it is not an example of the Lansdowne type, though closely related 
to it; Herrmann, Verzeichnis, no. 105? 

™ L.c., p. 184, note 1, no. 2. 


™For a profile illustration of the Hope statue (Preyss no. 35), see 
Bull. de la Soc. Arch. d’Alex. 17, 1919-1920, p. 228. 
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by most of the entries in the list, but thinks it a closely 
related work by the same master. This can not be 
assumed. 

Michaelis’® long ago declared that the Lansdowne 
Herakles was copied from Lysippos, and since the dis- 
covery of the Agias that opinion has been accepted by 
those who attach great importance to the Agias.” 
Most scholars, however, considered and still consider 
the Herakles derived from Skopas.*° 

Michaelis justified his original attribution as fol- 
lows: “In spite of the powerful square-built frame, 
which befits a Herakles, the statue is unmistakably 
in the spirit of Lysippos. The head . . . is of character- 
istic smallness. . . . The legs are long in proportion to 
the thick-set torso, the feet somewhat flat, as in all 
statues of the school of Lysippos. The style of this 
master is especially evinced in the noble unconstrained 
freedom of the whole movement, the freshness and 
elasticity of the slightly twisted pose. The argutiae 
operum custoditae in minimis quoque rebus (Pliny 
34, 65) show themselves, for example, in the natural- 
istic rendering of the soft folds of skin between thumb 
and finger of the right hand.” The discovery of the 
Agias seemed to confirm this attribution: the statues 
are very similar in posture.*" 

Amelung®? explains this resemblance by the as- 
sumption that Lysippos, in making the Agias, imitated 
a Herakles already created by Skopas. E. A. Gard- 
ner,** one of the leading champions of the Agias, finds 


* Ancient Marbles, pp. 451 f. 


® Percy Gardner, J.H.S., XXV, 1905, p. 256; Hyde, OV M, p. 298; 
Cultrera, Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 1910, p. 187. 


*° Furtwangler, Masterpieces, p. 296; Collignon, Scopas et Praxitéle, 
p. 34; Klein, Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 275; Loewy, Griechische 
Plastik, pp. 69; Mahler, Polyklet, p. 140; Amelung, Rom. Mitt., XX, 
1905, p. 151. 

* Comparative illustrations: J.H.S., XXIII, 1903, p. 129. 

Rom. Mitt., XX, 1905, pp. 150 f. 

* Six Greek Sculptors, p. 199. 
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in the Herakles “all the characteristics that we have 
learned to look for in the work of Scopas. . . . Itis 
in the proportions of body and limbs, as well as of the 
head, that we see the contrast with the lighter and more 
agile Lysippian type which we see in the Agias—-a 
contrast too essential to be explained by the fact that 
heavier proportions are suitable to the type of Hera- 
cles, and emphasized the more by the similarity in 
position of the two statues.” 

This appears to be a just statement of the case. 
The modelling of the muscles of the trunk and the 
treatment of the knees, for example, are quite differ- 
ent in the two statues. There is little similarity in the 
heads. It does not seem, then, that the attribution of 
the Agias to Lysippos lends substantial support to a 
similar attribution for the Herakles. This, however, 
is a matter of small importance. In comparison with 
the apoxyomenos the Herakles is not only much earlier 
in appearance, but differs entirely in many details: the 
nose and the upper lip are very different; the face is 
not so heavy in its lower part, though one would expect 
it to be in a Herakles; the hair, though it clearly indi- 
cates bronze technique, does not resemble the hair of 
the apoxyomenos. A comparison with the Herakles 
Epitrapezios is equally decisive. 

In the few features where comparison is possible, 
the Herakles greatly resembles the Demeter of Kni- 
dos. It seems that in the general method and design 
of these two works there is something of the same 
spirit, so far as the very diverse subjects permit, and 
it may well be that the Herakles was copied from a 
work by the sculptor of the Demeter. It is not obvious 
nor indubitable that this sculptor was Skopas, but he 
certainly was not Lysippos. 

Furtwangler has tentatively assigned two other 
types of Herakles to Lysippos. One of them is repre- 
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sented by a statue in the Museo Chiaramonti.** This 
is probably, as Amelung had suggested, the work of 
a sculptor who grafted certain Lysippian details on to 
a Polykleitan figure. The other type®® has been fully 
discussed by Schick,*® who has shown that it is a Hel- 
lenistic work, made under the influence of Lysippian 
tradition. 

We may find the style of Lysippos, though prob- 
ably in a later stage than it ever reached in the work of 
the master himself, in a marble statuette in the 
Louvre (Plate 42).8’ The large neck, the small head, 
the feet, the back, the forehead, and the position show 
the manner of Lysippos. The hair is sketchy. The eyes 
and the face in general seem Skopaic rather than Lysip- 
pian. The treatment of anatomy suggests a date in the 
third century. The action of the right arm, which is lost, 
is not clear, but the hand was lowered. The left hand 
held the club by the handle, the head of the club being 
raised; the lion-skin hangs from the club. The work- 
manship is good and the figure has a great deal of 
vigor and life. 

* Furtwangler, Masterpieces, p. 363, note 5 (Meisterwerke, p. 597, 
note 1); Mahler, Polyklet, p. 144 ff., fig. 47; Hartwig, Jh. Oest. Arch. 
I., VI, 1903, p. 23, fig. 13; Amelung, Die Skulp. d. Vat. Mus., I, p. 506, 


no. 294, pl. 52; Reinach, Répertoire, I 467, 4; cf. Jones, Sculptures of 
the Museo Capitolino, pp. 328 f. 


* Masterpieces, p. 301, note 1; Roscher’s Lexikon, I, 2, col. 2172; 
Reinach, Répertoire, I 463, 2; II 209, 1; Springer-Wolters”, p. 423, fig. 
807. 


% Neue Jahrbucher, XXXIII, 1914, pp. 29-40; cf. Jones, Palazzo dei 
Conservatori, pp. 282-284, no. 5, pl. 113. 


*™ No. 3083; Marbres antiques, pl. XVII, center, at right. 


CHAPTER X 


Lysippos, CouRT SCULPTOR 


The Azara herm in the Louvre (Plates 43-44),* 
identified as it is by an inscription, has generally been 
regarded as our most trustworthy portrait of Alexan- 
der. A violent attack on its value by Hauser” has been 
fully refuted by Michon,* who discusses fully the his- 
tory of the bust. He concludes, however, that its artistic 
worth has been overestimated, so far at least as its 
present condition is concerned; and certainly where the 
nose, lips, and part of the eyebrows are restored,* and 
the surface of the whole is badly corroded, it is difficult 
to form an opinion as to the quality of the original 
work. One must beware also of relying on the re- 
stored parts for the attribution of the original. 

The Louvre contains a second copy from the same 
original, which formerly belonged to the Campana 
collection.” This is in worse state than the Azara 
head, since the face is entirely new; only the treat- 
ment of the hair shows the relation between this 
head and the Azara herm. There is another copy 
in the British Museum.® This head has suffered no 

*No. 436; Marbres antiques, pl. IX; Springer-Wolters”, p. 362, fig. 
678; Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 9; Koepp, Ueber das Bildniss Alexanders 
des Grossen, pp. 8-9 and pl. I; Schreiber, Studien iiber das Bildniss 
Alexanders des Grossen, pl. I, A; Bernoulli, Die erhaltenen Darstel- 
lungen des Alexanders, pl. I and fig. 1; Arndt-Bruckmann, nos. 181- 
182; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 398; Hekler, Greek and Roman 


Portraits, pl. 62, B; Ujfalvy, Le type physique d Alexandre le Grand, 
pls. II, VIII, IX; Friederichs-Wolters, no. 1318. 


°B. Ph. Wo., XXV, 1905, pp. 483 ff. 


*R. Arch., VII, 1906, pp. 79-110. Cf. Blum, in R. Arch., XXIV, 
1914, p. 97. 


* Article cited, p. 82. 


*No. 234; Ujfalvy, op. cit., aa ae 16; Bernoulli, op. cit., p. 26, 
pene Springer- Michaelis*, p. 308, fig. 539 


*Smith, Catalogue of Sculpture, III, no. 1859, pl. XII; Berichte iiber 
die Verhandlungen der Konig. Sachs. Gesells. der Wissensch. zu Letp- 
zig, LXIV, 1912, pp. 197 f. and plate I (Sstudniczka) 
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injury except through corrosion, but it has small ar- 
tistic value and apparently was not intended as a 
close copy. According to Lippold there is a copy 
in the Palazzo del Drago at Rome.*? Schreiber names 
two other “Repliken und nachstverwandten Nachbil- 
dungen” of the Azara head:* a head in Berlin® and 
another head there, which belongs to a statuette.?® 
Neither of these feeble works can give any informa- 
tion on the style of the original, and it seems that the 
head first mentioned, at least, is influenced rather 
by the Chatsworth type. A rude head in Bologna’ 
is clearly influenced by either the Chatsworth or the 
Azara type. 

In the museum at Geneva there is a head (frontis- 
piece and Plate 45),’* broken from a statue or bust, 
which appears to be good Hellenistic work. The 
greater part of the nose and parts of the upper lip 
and chin are new. The resemblance to the Alexander 
Azara is obvious: while the influence of bronze tech- 
nique is much less apparent in the Geneva head, and 
locks of the hair are not similar in detail, the general 
likeness is so great as to leave little doubt that the two 
are derived from one original. The head in Geneva, 
through its better preservation and superior workman- 
ship, undoubtedly gives a vastly better idea of the gen- 
eral character of that original, and hence may con- 
fidently be regarded as the best portrait of Alexander 
known to exist. 

Here may be mentioned also an alabaster head in 
Frankfurt (Plate 46),’* of poor workmanship but good 

™In Pauly-Wissowa. 

° Op. cit., pp. 19 ff. 

° Beschr. d. ant. Skulpt., no. 305; Arndt-Bruckmann, pl. 190. 

* Beschr, d. ant. Skulpt., no. 304; Reinach, Répertoire, II 567, 8. The 
head illustrated: Schreiber, op. cit., p. 22, fig. 2. 

"Gaz. Arch., X, 1885, pl. 15. 


* Deonna, Cat. des sculpt. ant., pp. 80-86, no. 120; Mon. Piot, XXVII, 
1924, pp. 87-92 (Deonna). 


* Kurses Verzeichnis, p. 33, no. 153. 
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preservation. The hair, with its exceedingly large locks 
around the face, suggests the Chatsworth portrait 
rather than the Azara type; but the face has none of the 
androgynous character of the Chatsworth head, and 
appears to be derived more or less directly from the 
original of the Azara type; at any rate it reflects a simi- 
lar conception of Alexander. The Frankfurt head was 
fitted into a statue, and the muscles of the neck indi- 
cate that the head looked straight forward. 

The attribution of the original of the Azara type 
to Lysippos has been widely accepted. Koepp,’* 
Helbig,’ Winter,*® Furtwangler, ** Wulff,"* Kekulé,”” 
Collignon,”° Schreiber,”* Reinach,”? Klein,?* Lechat,* 
and Studniczka?° favor it. Hauser,?® P. Gardner,?” 
Mme. Maviglia,?* Hekler,?® Arndt,*° Bliimner,** and 
Bernoulli®” dispute or doubt Lysippos’s authorship. 

Koepp’s chief ground for assigning the type to 
Lysippos was its resemblance to the apoxyomenos. 
A comparison of the two heads, which are placed side 
by side on Koepp’s plate I, rather supports than 
weakens the attribution, though it scarcely proves it. 


“Op. cit., p. 10; Neue Jahrbiicher, XXIII, 1909, p. 485. 
* Mon. Ant., VI, 1897, p. 79. 
* Gercke-Norden, Einleitung in die Altertumswissenschaft, II’, p. 178. 


a REIRSON OO I piel 4: * Alexander mit der Lanze, p. 46. 
® Sitzb. Preuss. Akad. Wiss., 1899, p. 287; Griechische Skulptur, p. 
242. ” Lysippe, p. 43. Op ucita pac! 


™R. Arch., V, 1905, p. 34. 

8 Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 354. 

* Collection de Moulages? (Museum at Lyons), no. 854. 
*® Neue Jahrbiicher, XLI, 1918, p. 2. 

*B. Ph. Wo., XXV, 1905, col. 484. 
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“Op. cit, p. 58. * Op. cit., p. XVI. 
© Griech. u. rom. Portrats, text to pls. 186-187. 
™ Fithrer durch ... Universitat Ziirich, no. 666. 


= Op. cit., pp. 25 f. 
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It is always difficult to use morphological evidence in 
the case of a portrait. The hair on the back of the 
Azara head, however, is much like that of the apox- 
yomenos, and the open mouth, proved by the antique 
parts of the lips, is favorable to the attribution to 
Lysippos. The left ear has some similarity to the ear 
of the apoxyomenos; the right one is different, but it 
has been injured. The eyes, with the hollows at their 
outer corners and the thick upper lids, suggest those 
of the apoxyomenos. The head in Geneva, in spite 
of its excellence, can not be used to recover the de- 
tails of form in the original. It is evident that the 
original was a work possessing both spirit and noble 
simplicity; it was well worthy of Lysippos and was 
certainly far more Lysippian in style than any other 
original that was widely copied. ‘The attribution, 
though not definitely demonstrable, is beyond reason- 
able doubt. It has been objected by Bernoulli that 
this type represents Alexander as a man of thirty or 
thereabouts and that Lysippos was probably not with 
him so late.**? Pursued to its logical conclusion, this 
argument would compel us to believe that the original 
of the herm was made by a Persian or Babylonian 
artist. We are told by Plutarch that Alexander sum- 
moned many artists from Greece to Ekbatana,** and 
certainly his favorite was among them if he was not 
already with the king. 
Winter®’ advanced a hypothesis that a small bronze | 
in the Louvre (Plate 47)**° was copied from the same | 
original as the herm. Schreiber,*’ who was able care- 


Ops ctt=jpyZo: * Alexander, LXXII, 1. 
® Arch. Anz., X, 1895, p. 162. 


* Reinach, Répertoire, II 567, 1; Neue Jahrbiicher, XX XIII, 1914, pl. 
III opposite p. 48, 3; De Ridder, Les bronzes antiques, p. 58, no. 370, pl. 
31; Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 10; Bernoulli, op. cit., p. 102, fig. 31; Schreiber, 
op. cit., pl. VI, L; Ujfalvy, op. cit., p. 65, fig. 22. 

*" Op. cit., p. 103. 
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fully to compare the two works in the Louvre, consider- 
ed their common origin unquestionable; while Ber- 
noulli®* and Gardner,*® without making such an exami- 
nation, doubted the connection. Through the great and 
in the circumstances truly extraordinary courtesy of M. 
Merlin, I also was permitted to have the bronze re- 
moved from the case and to examine it minutely, and 
was forced to the conclusion that derivation from a 
common original could not be proved, though it may 
have been a fact. The bronze is much corroded and 
few details can be made out. The head is turned to 
the side much more sharply than in the bust. The gen- 
eral shape of the face is the same. The projection of 
the lower part of the forehead is not perceptible in the 
bronze. The eyes were deep-set; nothing else can be 
said of them with certainty now, though they may well 
have been directed upward originally. There are con- 
siderable similarities in the hair, even to the arrange- 
ment of some of the locks at the side of the forehead; 
yet in the present condition of the bronze it is impos- 
sible to tell just how close the resemblance is. One 
can hardly doubt, however, that the bronze represents 
Alexander; and the style of Lysippos is very clear 
in the proportions, the general character of the model- 
ling, the swing of the body, and the treatment of the 
waist and feet. Without doubt it represents one of 
Lysippos’s statues of Alexander.*° 

Another bronze, formerly in the Nelidow collec- 
tion,** has been proposed as a copy of Lysippos’s 


eeYO picitss Dy 20! 

FETAL Sig) Ske, LOS pie 252: 

“So Collignon (Lysippe, p. 52), Klein (Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, 

p. 355), and, hesitantly, Bernoulli (op. cit., pp. 144{). Also Bieber (Jb. 
Arch. i KE 1925, p. 182). 

“ The identification by Wulff (Alexander mit der Lanze, with plates 
T-II) ; illustrations also in Pollak, Klassisch-antike Goldschmiedearbeiten 
m Besitze Sr. Exc. des Herrn von Nelidow, pp. 3, 139, 184; Ujfalvy, op. 
cit., pls. XV-XVI; Reinach, Répertoire, III 159, 1 and 4; Neue Jahr- 
biicher, XXXIII, 1914, pl. III opposite p. 48, 1 and 2. Wulff is followed 
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“Alexander with the lance.”** As Bernoulli has noted 
in an excellent criticism of this hypothesis,** it is 
doubtful whether the original held a lance at all; it ap- 
pears from the position of the upraised hand that a 
lance would have obscured the view of the face. Furth- 
ermore, the rendering of the torso seems not only nat- 
uralistic, but taken from a model who did not lead the 
active life of Alexander. The posture is, as has been 
seen, one that was probably used by Lysippos; and it 
does not appear impossible that the Nelidow bronze is 
imitated from one of his portraits of Alexander or of 
some one else. However, it is more probably Hellen- 
istic. In any case the attribution to Lysippos of the 
Louvre bronze is in no way affected by any opinion 
that may be held as to the Nelidow figure; Lysippos 
made many portraits of Alexander and doubtless most 
of them were standing nude figures. 

There is in the Louvre a figure of a youth wearing 
a helmet.** The slightly twisted neck indicates that 
the subject is Alexander, and an examination of the 
features confirms this impression. There are few figures 
extant that so clearly show evidence of Lysippian style, 
whether we consider the general posture, with its com- 
plex and vigorous swing, or the treatment of the body; 
one would place it fairly early in the career of Lysip- 
pos. The intense upward gaze reminds one of the de- 
scription of the “Alexander with the Lance,” and it 


by Helbig (Fiihrer’, Il, p. 231, with illustration), Furtwangler (J.H.S., 
XXI, 1901, p. 213, note 1), Sauer (W. kl. Phil., XVIII, 1901, p. 265), 
Schick (Neue Jahrbiicher, XX XIII, 1914, pp. 24 f.), Lippold, in Pauly- 
Wissowa, and Waldhauer (Lisipp, p. 34). Waldhauer mentions two 
statuettes of the type, of which one is in the Hermitage; I do not know 
whether this is the Nelidow figure or another. 

“Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, 24 (App. 1, 65), De Alex. Fort. aut 
Vir., II, 2 (App. 1, 64). Various other passages may be taken as re- 
ferring to this statue. 

“ Op. cit., pp. 141 ff. Schreiber also rejects the hypothesis (op. cit., 
p. 104, note 8). 

“No. 2301; Schreiber, op. cit., pp. 111 ff. and 287, pl. VII, where the 
restorations are indicated; Bernoulli, op. cit., pp. 84 and 145 f., fig. 25 on 
p. 83; Reinach, Répertoire, I 133, 8; Jb. Arch. I., XL, 1925, p. 177, fig. 9. 
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has been suggested by Overbeck*® and, tentatively, by 
Bernoulli*® that the right arm, which is restored, ori- 
ginally extended upward and held a lance. The ex- 
isting restoration was indicated, however, by a pun- 
tello on the thigh. Besides, certain coins of Iium,*’ 
of imperial date, show a figure that seems certainly 
derived from the original of this statue, and they in- 
dicate that the restoration is correct in its general lines. 
The right hand, as appears from the coins, did hold 
a lance, though it was lowered as in the statuette; but 
since the figure also had a sword and a helmet, the 
lance was not nearly so prominent a feature as it would 
have been if held by a nude figure like the original of 
the Louvre bronze. It seems that this bronze is more 
likely than any other work to represent the “Alexan- 
der with the Lance.” The Lysippian character of the 
marble figure remains beyond doubt. The figure on 
the coins is labeled Hector; but this is clearly not the 
original name. Alexander’s interest in Troy*® would 
make readily intelligible such an adaptation of his 
statue. 

The three works in the Louvre seem fairly cer- 
tainly to represent two or three of Lysippos’s repre- 
sentations of Alexander. It is probable a priori that 
more or less close imitations of others of his portraits 
of the king are extant; but it is impossible to identify 
them with even approximate certainty, in some cases 
because of the poor quality of the extant works, in 
other cases because of the difficulty of distinguishing 
between Alexander and Lysippos on the one hand, and 
their influence on the other hand. It may be more 


** Gesch. d. griech. Plastik*, II, p. 148. 

“ Op. cit., p. 84 and pp. 143 f. 

“Dorpfeld, Troja und Ilion, II, Beilage 62, 32-34; Beilage 65, no. 
168. Mentioned by Schreiber, of. cit., p. 287. Bernoulli apparently does 
not think there is any connection between the statue and the coins, as he 
does not mention the latter. I feel little doubt about it. 

“Plutarch, Alexander, XV 4; Arrian, Anabasis, I, 11, 7-8; 12, 1. 
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worth while to mention a few of which it can confi- 
dently be said that they are not derived directly from 
Lysippos. 

One of these is a fine head in the British Museum.*® 
Wolters,’ Wulff,°’ and Bulle’* have expressed doubts 
as to whether the head represents Alexander at all. 
Alexander would doubtless have felt similar uncer- 
tainty if he had seen the head, but it is probable that 
the sculptor called it Alexander. Percy Gardner,” 
E. A. Gardner,** Richardson,*® and apparently Hyde”® 
regard it as copied from Lysippos. It is a highly ideal- 
ized portrait, however, such as is made under the in- 
fluence of a tradition rather than that of a living man, 
and the consensus of scholarly opinion has undoubtedly 
been correct in referring it to a Hellenistic sculptor, 
probably living in Alexandria. The style has no affini- 
ties with that of Lysippos, and the broad masses of hair 
seem clearly to indicate marble technique. 

The fragmentary statue found at Priene*’ and now 
in Berlin bears a considerable resemblance to the head 
just mentioned, both in general conception and in de- 
tail. If one of these were attributed to Lysippos, the 
other should be so attributed also; and in fact Kekulé 
has sought to connect the Priene statue with Lysippos. 
Like the head in the British Museum, it seems to be 
an original work of early Hellenistic time, made under 
the influence of idealizing tradition such as usually 
arises soon after the death of a celebrated man. No 


* Smith, Catalogue of Sculpture, III, no. 1857; Marbles and Bronzes, 
pl. 26; Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, pl. 218; E. A. Gardner, Six Greek 
Sculptors, pl. LXIX; Koepp, op. cit., p. 19, fig.; Schreiber, op. cit., pl. 
II, D, 1; Bernoulli, op. cit., pl. V1; Ujfalvy, op. cit., pl. XIV. 

° Friederichs-Wolters, no. 1602. Ob. cit., p. 9: 

® Der schone Mensch’, col. 483 f. “™J.H.S., XXV, 1905, p. 253. 

* Six Greek Sculptors, p. 227. ° Greek Sculpture, p. 232. 

% 4J.A., XVIII, 1914, p. 470 f. 

% Wiegand-Schrader, Priene, p. 181, fig. 176; Ujfalvy, op. cit., pls. 
12-13; Sitzb. Preuss. Akad. Wiss., 1899, pp. 280-288 with figs.; Kekulé, 
Griechische Skulptur, p. 255, fig.; Bernoulli, op. cit., p. 59, fig. 15; 
Schreiber, op. cit., p. 84. 


LYSIPPOS, COURT SCULPTOR 221 


example closely resembling the British Museum head 
has been found far from Alexandria,°® with the ex- 
ception of the Priene statue; when the Romans wanted 
portraits of Alexander they had recourse to more au- 
thentic types. 

A head very different from the sculptures just 
mentioned was found at Pergamon, and is in Constan- 
tinople.*® Hauser®® earnestly advocated it as Lysip- 
pian, and the hypothesis has found surprising dccep- 
tance: Michaelis,°? Kekulé,®*? Hekler,** Lippold,®* and 
Waldhauer® all favor it. Schreiber®* and Bernoulli®* 
doubt whether it is a portrait of Alexander at all, and 
indeed it is difficult to see why any one should so regard 
it. The hair, though unlike the hair in any work that 
can be connected with Lysippos, is expressive and 
Lysippian to that extent; but the Pergamenes were 
well acquainted with the art of heightening an emo- 
tional effect through the hair. There is nothing else 
about the head that suggests Lysippos; his author- 
ship is still less probable than Alexander as the sub- 
ject. Simple addition of these improbabilities, how- 
ever, lacks much of equalling the improbability that 
the head is an Alexander by Lysippos; for we know 
something of the way he represented the monarch. The 
expression in this head indicates actual suffering; if 
Alexander had died in battle, some such portrait as 
this might have been set up by his enemies. There is 
another head of similar style.°® 
ve mecrcnel such examples are mentioned by Schreiber (op. cit., pp. 
ari: Denkmaler, II, pl. 48; Hekler, op. cit., pl. 59; Ujfalvy, op. 
cit., pl. 22, figs. 77, 81, 82; Bernoulli, op. cit., figs. 23-24; Waldhauer, 
Lisipp, fig. 26; Mendel, Catalogue des sculptures, II, p. 254, no. 538; 
Altertiimer von Pergamon, VIII, 2, pp. 147-149, pl. XX XIII; Springer- 
Wolters”, p. 363, fig. 680. 


© B. Ph. Wo., XXV, 1905, cols. 479 ff. 
® Springer-Michaelis®, pp. 294 f., fig. 540. 


@ Griech. Skulpt., p. 242. © Op. cit., p. XVI. 
“In Pauly-Wissowa. © Lisipp, p. 36. 
“Op. ctt:, pp: 85 f. TOPs cif DD oli 


* Arndt-Bruckmann, 921. Several other possible portraits of Alex- 
ander: op. cit., 922-928. 
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Another type is represented by a famous head in 
the Museo Capitolino,®’ by a head in Boston,” by a 
head in Holkham Hall,” and, according to Schreiber, 
by a head in Philippeville.*? The genuineness of the 
head in Boston was questioned by Furtwangler™ and, 
according to Bernoulli,“* by Hauser and Waldhauer, 
and Caskey has omitted it from the recent Boston cata- 
logue as probably modern. Bernoulli has reason also 
to observe that the Holkham head “could easily be a 
modern copy,’’’® and he rightly doubts whether the 
head in Philippeville is connected with the type. Thus 
the Capitoline head is left alone. In the fillet about 
the hair there are seven holes, which can hardly have 
served any purpose except that of containing rays; 
this shows that in some sense it represented Helios. 
Yet the individuality of the features makes plausible 
the identification as Alexander.”® 

I mention this head because Furtwangler once 
ascribed it to Lysippos. There is, however, no evi- 
dence of Lysippian style in minutiae, though the im- 
pressive treatment of the hair shows his influence. 
The original seems to have been a head of Helios 
influenced somewhat by the physical type of Alex- 
ander.”’ Helbig conjecturally attributes it to Chares, 


© Jones, Sculpt. of the Mus. Cap., pp. 341 f., pl. 85; Ujfalvy, op. cit., 
pl. III; Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 8; Hekler, op. cit., pl. 62a; Arndt- 
Bruckmann, pls. 186-187; Helbig, Fiihrer*, I, pp. 496 f., no. 882; Koepp, 
op. cit., p. 21; Schreiber, op. cit., pp. 68 ff., pl. V; Bernoulli, op. cit., pp. 
65 ff., pl. VII; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 397; Mon. Ant., VI, 
1895, pp. 73 ff., pl. II. 

Mon. Ant., VI, 1895, pl. 1; Arndt-Bruckmann, pls. 481-482; Ujfalvy, 
op. cit., pl. IV; Bernoulli, op. cit., pp. 70f., figs. 16-17; Von Mach, 
University Prints, no. 396; Reinach, Recueil, pl. 250. 

™ Schreiber, op. cil., p. 72, fig. 10; not mentioned by Poulsen, Greek 
and Roman Portraits in English Country Houses. 

™ Gsell, Musée de Philippeville, pl. VII, no. 3. 
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™ Six (Rém. Mitt., X, 1895, pp. 179 ff.) would consider it a portrait 
of Mithradates Eupator. The feebleness of his position is exposed by 
Bernoulli (op. cit., p. 67). 
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pupil of Lysippos and sculptor of the Colossus of 
Rhodes ;** this may well be right. Mme. Maviglia 
thinks that the figure found at Cyrene may be copied 
from a portrait of Alexander as Helios, by Lysippos ;” 
but this is probably erroneous.*° 

Some of the famous or notorious medallions said 
to have been found at Aboukir bear representations of 
Alexander.*t Professor D. M. Robinson doubts the 
genuineness of these medallions, and I am told that 
many numismatists question it. So far as tangible 
evidence is concerned, Dressel makes out a good case 
for the medallions. They are accepted as probably 
genuine by Svoronos,*” who was formerly so thor- 
oughly convinced of the opposite opinion that he wrote 
an exhaustive exposition of it; when he changed his 
mind he suppressed the article. Thiersch,** Six,** 
Sauer,®’ Delbriick,*° and Wolters*’ seem to regard 
them as certainly genuine, and I have not observed any 
recent writer who questions them. 

Assuming the genuineness of the medallions, con- 
sideration must be given to Thiersch’s hypothesis; that 
they represent the Alexander with the Lance of Lysip- 
pos.** The fiery expression does in fact seem to 
accord better with the literary descriptions of Lysip- 
pos’s portraits than in any other monument extant; 


*8 Mon. Ant., VI, 1895, pp. 73 ff. Amelung’s objections (B. Com. 
Rom., XXV, 1897, 140, note 1) are adequately answered by Reinach 
(Recueil, pp. 203 f.). 


™ R. Arch., III, 1916, pp. 169-183. 
* See S. Reinach, in R. Arch., I, 1915, p. 181. 


* Fullest discussion with good illustrations: Dressel, Fiinf Goldme- 
daillons aus dem Funde von Abukir (Abh. d. kénig. preuss. Akad. d. 
Wissenschaften, 1906) ; J. Int. Arch. Num., X, 1907, pl. XI; A. J. Num., 
XLIV, 1910, pp. 128-130. One is in the Walters Gallery in Baltimore. 


"7. Int. Arch. Num., X, 1907, pp. 369 ff. 
Jb. Arch. I., XXIII, 1908, pp. 162 ff. 
* Jb. Arch. I., XXV, 1910, pp. 147 ff. 

*° Neue Jahrbiicher, XLI, 1918, p. 380. 
Jb. Arch. I., XU, 1925, pp. 10-12. 

*? Springer-Wolters”, pp. 363 f. 

Jb. Arch. I., XXIII, 1908, pp. 162 ff. 
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and the arrangement of the hair is very similar to 
that of the Azara herm. It is most improbable, how- 
ever, that a figure in full armor should be called 
“Alexander with the Lance.” That of course is no 
argument against a derivation from some other statue 
by Lysippos. It seems more probable, however, as 
Six suggests,*® that the prototype was a painting. Lip- 
pold (in Pauly-Wissowa) plausibly suggests that it 
may have been a gem by Pyrgoteles. It is not to be 
be assumed, however, that the artist of the medallions 
imitated closely any work of art: the admirable adap- 
tation of the portrait to the circular field can hardly 
be due to any one except him. In any case the medal- 
lions may doubtless enable us to appreciate the vigor 
and expression that appeared in Lysippos’s portraits 
of the king. 

Lysippos’s most important work for Alexander 
was apparently the monument erected after the battle 
of the Granikos.°® According to Arrian it consisted of 
statues of twenty-five of the king’s companions, who 
fell at the first onset.°’ Plutarch says that thirty-four 
fell, of whom nine were foot-soldiers.°® He under- 
stands that Lysippos made statues of the whole thirty- 
four; but we are doubtless safe in following Arrian, 
and considering that only the twenty-five horsemen 
were portrayed. Justin represents that statues were 
made—he does not expressly say by Lysippos—to one 
hundred twenty-nine men, who, according to him, 
were all that the Macedonians lost in the entire bat- 
tle.°* This probably rests on a misunderstanding; at 
any rate, it does not affect the number of statues to 
be ascribed to Lysippos. Velleius Paterculus tells us 
that Alexander himself was among those portrayed,”* 


* Jb. Arch. I., XXV, 1910, pp. 147 ff. 

© Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 22. 

* Anabasis, I, 16, 4 (App. 1, 70). 

® Alexander, 16, 7-8 (App. 1, 72). 

*% Historiae, XI, 6, 12-13 (App. 1, 71). 
cole lero=4)CAppiila7S)e 
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and ‘both he and Pliny®® add the information that 
Metellus transferred the statues to Rome (c. 146 
B.C.). Pliny says that all the men were portrayed 
very exactly. This sounds like the usual enthusiast’s 
exaggeration, but it is altogether possible: Lysippos 
was probably personally acquainted with the Compan- 
ions, or there may have been portraits of them made 
previously.°® It is clear that the monument consisted © 
simply of a number of equestrian statues; none of the 
enemy was represented, so it could hardly be called a 
battle-group. The sculptor must have found full ex- 
ercise for his ingenuity in avoiding monotony in the 
series. 

There is a bronze statuette in Naples (Plate 48, 
A),°*" representing an armed horseman, which has been 
conjecturally identified as a reduced copy of the figure 
of Alexander in the Granikos monument.®* Arndt®*® 
and Schreiber’®’ find no evidence in the features of the 
man that he is Alexander, and Pottier, in a very acute 
study of the matter, has shown that a similar figure 
occurs in sevéral representations of Alexander in battle, 
but always as a subordinate figure ;—never as Alexan- 
der himself.*°? From this he infers that the statuette 
represents one of the Companions; but this inference is 
valid only on the assumption that the other monuments 
are derived from the Granikos monument:—an as- 
sumption impossible in the case of the Alexander 
mosaic and improbable in the cases of the others. The 

* N.H., XXXIV 64 (App. 1, 3). 


*° So Sellers, note ad loc. 

* Ruesch, Guida’, p. 353, no. 1487, with fig.; Brunn-Bruckmann, no. 
355 b; Arndt-Bruckmann, nos. 479-480; Koepp, op. cit., figs. on pp. 15 
and 29; Bernoulli, op. cit., figs. 29-30; Ujfalvy, op. cit., pl. XVII; 
Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 11. 

* So Koepp, of. cit., pp. 15 f.; Collignon, Lysippe, pp. 55 f.; Bernoulli 
es it is Alexander, but not from the Granikos group (op. cit., pp. 


® Arndt-Bruckmann, text to plates 479-480. 
Op. cit., pp. 95 f. and 282. 
1 Mélanges Nicole, pp. 427-443. 


226 LYSIPPOS 


argument that Alexander would be represented as 
forging forward and not as fighting a foe at his side 
is ingenious, but not wholly convincing. We are un- 
able then to determine whether the bronze represents 
Alexander or not. 

Pottier observes also that the horse in the Naples 
group, as well as the riderless horse found with it,’°? 
is supported by a rudder.’ This seems a most singu- 
lar object for such a purpose; it is scarcely explicable 
except on the assumption that the statue was con- 
nected in some way with the sea or witha river. Now 
cavalry forces very rarely win glory on the sea; and 
the Granikos monument is the only one recorded which 
was erected in commemoration of the exploits of cav- 
alry in a battle fought over ariver. This circumstance 
establishes a strong probability that the statuettes are 
imitated from the work of Lysippos.*°* Such reduced 
copies are of course not dependable for the study of 
niceties in style; still we can see and admire something 
of the splendid vigor that appeared in the original. 

Another great work, resulting indirectly from 
Lysippos’s association with Alexander, was the Krate- 
ros group.’®? It was placed in a building at Delphi, 
just above the west end of the temple of Apollo and 
below the theatre. The building is mostly destroyed, 
but seems to have been about fifteen meters long and 
six deep.’°° The inscription, cut on the wall, clearly 
indicates that the chamber was designed for the sole 
purpose of providing a proper setting for the group. 
Of the sculpture itself no vestige has been found, nor 


* Ruesch, Guida’, p. 354, no. 1488; Pottier, fig. 2. 


8 His citations prove this beyond dispute; Daremberg-Saglio, IV, I, 
p. 28, figs. 5273-5274; Baumeister, Denkmaler, III, figs. 1684, 1691, 1696, 
1697. 


**T suspect that this is the mysterious observation of L. Curtius 
(Bernoulli, op. cit., p. 101, note 1). 

*® Kluge, Die Darstellungen der Léwenjagd, p. 45, no. 178; Lippold 
in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 21. See chapter III for date. 

1 See Pomtow’s restoration (B. Ph. Wo., XXXII, 1912, col. 1014). 
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even of the base that supported it; but it is safe to 
conclude, from the dimensions of the room, that the 
figures were above life size. 

It is very probable that we may recognize the gen- 
eral character of the group ina relief found at Messene 
and now in the Louvre.’®%* It corresponds well to the 
description given by Plutarch:*°* “the lion, the dogs, 
the king in combat with the lion, and Krateros coming 
to the rescue” are all present, and the group is har- 
monious and complete, though we may conjecture that 
the figures were more closely placed and overlapped 
more than in the relief, where they are spread for the 
sake of clarity.°? The connection of the relief with 
the Krateros group is confirmed by the hat worn by 
Krateros: it is a “causia,”’ an especially Macedonian 
type of headgear. 

The same kind of hat is worn by the rider on an 
intaglio owned by Sir Arthur Evans; and M. Perdri- 
zet has argued that the gem more accurately represents 
the group.*° Here, however, the other figure is 
shown beaten to his knees by the onslaught of the 
lion, which fixes its teeth in the man’s body. It does 
not seem probable that the conqueror would have been 
so represented. Furthermore, there are no dogs on 
the gem; and though this is easily explicable by the 
smallness of the available space, the omission indicates 
a lack of regard for accuracy in the reproduction. 
The gem-cutter apparently received only a general 
suggestion from the work of Leochares and Lysippos. 
The two medallions from Tarsus*** seem to have no 
definite connection with the group. 


*™ No. 858; Loeschcke, in Jb. Arch. I., III, 1888, pp. 189-193 and pl. 
VII; Kluge, Die Darstellungen der Léwenjagd, p. 46, no. 179; Collignon, 
Lysippe, fig. 12. 

*8 Alexander, 40, 4 (App. 1, 74). 

7 So Pomtow (B. Ph. Wo., XXXII, 1912, col. 1016). 

"9 J.HS., XIX, 1899, pp. 273-279, and pl. XI, 3 (also B.C.H., XXII, 
1898, pp. 566 ff.). 

™ Revue Numismatique, XIII, 1868, pls. X and XII; J.H.S., XIX, 
1899, P a 2 & 4; Collignon, Histoire, Il, p. 442, fig. 229; Koepp, op. 
cit., p. 3, fig. 
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Homolle suggested that the hunting scene on the 
Alexander Sarcophagus might have been influenced by 
the Krateros group.” It seems, however, to be com- 
posed in essentially the same way as the other scenes 
on the sarcophagus. It is occasionally suggested that 
all the sculptures of the sarcophagus show the influence 
of Lysippos. This is perhaps a natural hypothesis, in 
view of the position of Lysippos as the favored sculp- 
tor of Alexander; but there is grave doubt whether 
the figures of Alexander on the sarcophagus indicate a 
personal knowledge, on the part of the sculptor, of the 
king. At all events, a study of the sculptures discloses 
not a trace of Lysippian style in detail. There is a 
good deal of affinity with the style of Skopas. 

The collaboration of Lysippos and Leochares on 
the Krateros group offers an interesting but wholly 
insoluble problem, as to the share taken by each sculp- 
tor. Probably we can safely conjecture that the figure 
of Alexander, at least, was made by Lysippos. Possi- 
bly the whole group was ordered from Leochares, and 
work on it interrupted by his death; Leochares was 
probably older than Lysippos, since he worked on the 
Mausoleum, and we have little idea how long he lived. 

Statius’?? mentions a horse in Rome, which, ac- 
cording to hearsay, was originally made by Lysippos 
for Alexander, but in the poet’s time bore a statue of 
Caesar. Pliny and Suetonius'’* speak of this same 
horse in connection with Caesar, but know nothing of 
any earlier connection with Alexander or Lysippos; 
and they add that its hoofs were abnormal, as they 
were in a horse actually owned by Caesar. It seems 
clear that the story reported by Statius deserves no 
credit, though Lippold’*® believes it and suggests that 
Caesar may have had the the hoofs changed. 


2 B.C.H., XXI, 1897, pp. 599 f. 

"8 Silvae, I, 1, 84-87 (App. 1, 94). 
™App. 1, 93 and 95. 

™5 In Pauly-Wissowa, no. 20 
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A number of figures derived from one original 
have been published by Perdrizet.’’® In this type 
Alexander is represented clothed in an unmistakable 
aegis; an aegis of unusual form, however, which 
seems to be derived from the Macedonian chlamys. 
Apparently the original was a figure of a type in- 
vented especially for Alexander, and Perdrizet did not 
fail to note that Lysippos was much more likely than 
anyone else to originate it. The figures as preserved 
offer little opportunity for the study of style, but it is 
established that they were all found in Egypt. This is 
unfavorable to the proposed attribution, since we have 
no reason to believe that Lysippos ever went to Egypt. 
The use of the aegis also, though it may have some 
meaning not exactly known to us, certainly implies a 
conception of Alexander as in some sense deified, and 
indicates that the original was made after the death of 
the king. Of course it is altogether possible that Ly- 
sippos made portraits of Alexander after his death, 
but he had then no advantage over other sculptors; 
and it is more plausible to ascribe the Alexander with 
the aegis to some sculptor who worked in Alexandria. 

Since there has been occasion, in this chapter, to 
mention most of the interesting portraits of Alex- 
ander, it will not be out of place to note that a crystal 
head in the Museo Archeologico at Florence has been 
published*** by Delbriick as an Alexander, which 
seems certainly right, and conjecturally ascribed to 
Pyrgoteles. 


“6 Mon. Piot, XXI, 1913, pp. 59-72; Reinach, Répertoire, V 311, 7 
and 312, 1 and 3-6. 


™T Jb. Arch. I., XL, 1925, pp. 8-13. 
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Alexander was not alone in his esteem for Lysip- 
pos’s talent in portraiture. The attribution to Lysip- 
pos of a portrait of Hephaistion is, as was seen in 
chapter III, probably true, but the portrait can not 
be identified. Inscriptional evidence, also previously 
mentioned, shows that he made a portrait of Seleukos 
Nikator. There i is in, Naples a i ae ae 
semblance to his numismatic ie "Waltee has 
suggested that this bust is probably copied from Lysip- 
pos’s portrait.” This view is more or less definitely ac- 
cepted by Winter® and Studniczka;* Wace seems to 
view it with some favor ;’ Lippold doubts fn 

As Wolters observ ed, several portraits of Seleukos 
are recorded, including two by Bryaxis and Aristo- 
demos. We know nothing of the style of Aristodemos 
and little of that of Bryaxis, so we are hardly in a 
position to refute an attribution to either of those 
artists. With full justification, however, Wolters 
emphasizes the analogy between this portrait and the 
apoxyomenos in the carriage of the head, the treat- 
ment of the eyes, and the rendering of the hair. This 
last point is particularly important, since it is one of 
the few points in which correspondence between an 
ideal head and a portrait may be demanded. The neck, 
with the small folds above and below the larynx, re- 

*Ruesch, Guida’, p. 221, no. 890; Arndt-Bruckmann, pls. 101-102; 


Rom. Mitt., 1V, 1889, pl. Il; Hekler, Greek and Roman Portraits, pl. 
68; Delbriick, Antike Portraits, pl. 22; J.H.S., XXV, 1905, pl. VIII, 2. 


? Rom. Mitt., 1V, 1889, pp. 39 f. 

® Gercke-Norden, Einleit. in d. Altertumswissenschaft*, II, p. 178. 
* Neue Jahrbiicher, XLI, 1918, p. 21. 

°J.H.S., XXV, 1905, p. 94. 

°In Pauly-Wissowa, no. 24 and thereafter. 
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sembles the neck of the apoxyomenos. In addition to 
these points we should consider the extraordinary vigor 
and vividness of the portrait, which is one of the finest 
left to us. There is nothing to indicate that Aristodemos 
was capable of such work. As for Bryaxis, no other 
portrait by him is recorded; and a consideration of the 
Sarapis, the only extant work attributable to him with 
even approximate certainty, does not suggest that por- 
traiture would have been a field especially suited to his 
talents. ‘ 

Certainty in the attribution of a portrait is very 
difficult of attainment, in the sculpture or painting of 
any age. There is however a very strong probability 
that the Naples bust is an excellent copy of the portrait 
by Lysippos. If this is true, it affords an additional 
indication as to the length of the sculptor’s life: the 
band around the hair shows that the portrait was made 
after Seleukos became king ;—that is, after 306. The 
evident age of the man also points to a late date. 

We are told by Diogenes Laertius that Lysippos 
made a portrait of Socrates shortly after his death.’ 
There is a manifest inaccuracy in the story, since if 
the statue was set up soon after Socrates’s death it 
must have been some twenty-five years before Lysip- 
pos was born. It remains probable, however, that 
Lysippos made a portrait of Socrates; Diogenes 
apparently confused two pieces of information. 

It appears that the existing portraits of Socrates 
are referable to three types:* One is best represented 
by the Munich bronze,® one by a head in the Museo 

™ De Vitis Philosophorum, II, 5, 43 (App. 1, 75). 

® Hekler, Greek and Roman Portraits, pp. XI f.; Loeschcke, in Arch. 
Anz., XXIX, 1914, cols. 515-517. On the portraits of Socrates in gen- 
eral see Bernoulli, Griechische Ikonographie, I, pp. 184-205; Lippold, 
Griechische Portratstatuen, pp. 53 f.; Arndt-Bruckmann, 1031-1050; 
Kekulé, Die Bildnisse des Sokrates (Abh. d. Kénig. preuss. Akad. d. 


Wissenschaften, 1908); Bieber, in Rom. Mitt., XXXII, 1917, pp. 118- 
122 (here a good brief characterization of the three types). 

° No. 448; Arndt-Bruckmann, pls. 1031-1032; Kekulé, op. cit., fig. 38; 
Loeschcke, loc. cit., fig. 1; Hekler, op. cit., p. XI, fig. 2; Wolters, Fiihrer, 
p. 52, with ill.; Bieber, Joc. cit., p. 121, fig. 2. 
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Nazionale at Rome,’® and one by a head in the Villa 
Albani.” If any of these types is derived from Ly- 
sippos, it is certainly the second. An attribution to 
him has frequently been suggested for it,’” but rarely 
with great confidence. It is very probably true. The 
type was almost certainly created during Lysippos’s 
life-time, if we may judge from its style, and we are 
not told of any other sculptor who made such a por- 
trait. Portraits of Socrates were in demand in later 
times, as the number of them in existence proves; but 
the subject was not one that would appeal much to 
Greek sculptors, and it is improbable that many por- 
traits of the philosopher were made during the fourth 
century. The type of the Museo Nazionale recalls the 
style of Lysippos in its treatment of the eyes and fore- 
head, and there is nothing about it that is in any way 
opposed to our expectations as to the Lysippian por- 
trait. If, on the other hand, there is no evidence that 
would justify the attribution on stylistic grounds alone, 
that is probably because there is no accredited work of 
Lysippos of similar nature. 

A marble statuette which represents Socrates has 
recently been acquired by the British Museum. It is 
published by Walters in a brief article,’* in which he 
deals to some extent with other portraits of Socrates 


*Hekler, op. cit., pl. 20; Kekulé, op. cit., figs. 26-27; Helbig, 
Fiihrer*, II, p. 170, no. 1396. The well known bust in the Louvre, which 
we illustrate (pl. 50), belongs to this type. 

™ Hekler, op. cit., pl. 21; Bernoulli, op. cit., I, pl. 23; Helbig, Fihrer’, 
II, p. 434, no. 1884; Furtwangler-Urlichs, Denkmaler’, no. 53; Arndt- 
Bruckmann, pls. 1045-1046. 

* Bernoulli, op. cit., I, p. 202; Hekler, op. cit., p. XII; Lippold, op. 
cit., p. 53; Loeschcke, loc. cit., col. 517; Wolters, Fiihrer, p. 44, no. 291; 
Bieber, loc. cit.; Waldhauer, Lisipp, p. 37 and fig. 27. 

*JH.S., XLV, 1925, pls. X-XIII, pp. 255-261. Now in Arndt- 
Bruckmann, 1049-1050; and studied by Studniczka (Hin neues Bildnis 
des Sokrates), who thinks it is a work of the second century after 
Christ and represents the Lysippian version. Miss Richter (A.J.A., 
XXXI, 1927, pp. 136 f.) evidently thinks that the statuette is probably 
modern. I have not seen it, but see little reason for suspicion. 
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but makes little use of discussions later than Bernoulli. 
Walters follows Bernoulli in regarding the Munich 
type as later than the type of the Museo Nazionale, 
and differs with him in assigning the former rather 
than the latter to Lysippos. In both cases he appears 
to be wrong. He considers that the new statuette is 
to be asociated with the Munich type rather than with’ 
the Museo Nazionale type, “though the facial resem- 
blance is not so close.’”’ I see no evidence of any rela- 
tion between the statuette and the Munich type, while 
there is certainly a connection of some sort with the 
Lysippian type of the Museo Nazionale. Perhaps the 
statuette is simply a free adaptation of that type; or it 
may be that both Lysippos and the artist of the statu- 
ette were influenced by an earlier portrait which is not 
otherwise known to us. 

In a Gnomologium in the Vatican’* there is men- 
tion of a statue of Demos (the People) by Lysippos, 
with the curious detail that the statue had no ears. 
This is suggestive of the rhetorician rather than of 
the artist and inspires no faith in the accuracy of the 
writer. Pausanias’® mentions a Demos by a sculptor 
named Lyson; and there is little doubt that it is this 
work which is credited to the more celebrated Lysippos. 

We learn also, though not on the best authority,’® 
that Lysippos made a portrait of the Theban poetess 
Praxilla. Praxilla lived about 450, so the portrait 
could not have been made from life. It has been sug- 
gested that a copy of this portrait is preserved in the 
celebrated maiden of Anzio,‘ but I can see nothing 
Lysippian in that statue.** If the Agias were by Ly- 

* Wiener Studien, XI, 1889, p. 62, no. 399 (App. 1, 96). 

a Tia 5. 

* Tatian, Contra Graecos 52 (App. 1, 76). On the unreliability of 
Tatian see Kalkmann, in Rh. Mus., XLII, 1887, pp. 489-524. 

* Arvanitopoullos, in Ilavatjvaa, X, 1909, p. 58. 

* Amelung (Ausonia, III, p. 133) remarks on its resemblance to the 
Eros, which is slight. On the statue in general add to Amelung’s 
bibliography (Helbig, Fiihrer’, Il, p. 146); Preyss, Rom. Mitt., XXIX, 
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sippos, a head in the Palazzo Pitti might be conjectured 
to represent his Praxilla..® Forster once made the 
unfortunate suggestion that the drunken flute-girl 
mentioned by Pliny was this portrait of Praxilla.”° 

A portrait of Aesop by Lysippos is mentioned in 
an epigram of Agathias,"* who appears to imply, 
though he does not clearly say,’ that it made a group 
with the “Seven Sages” by the same master. We have 
it on the uncertain authority of Tatian that Aristo- 
demos made an Aesop,”’ and he is one of several sculp- 
tors to whom “philosophers” are ascribed by Pliny.” 
It is possible that this is one of the instances in which 
a work by a relatively obscure artist is ascribed to a 
greater contemporary, but this is far from certain. 
At all events, the remarkable bust of Aesop in the Villa 
Albani” is probably copied from an original later than 
Lysippos, and shows no marks of his style. 

It is highly probable a priori that Lysippos made 
a portrait of Aristotle, the philosopher and tutor of 
Alexander. Studniczka has very plausibly identified 
as Aristotle a type which could very well be a creation 


1914, pp. 12-37; Anti, Boll. Arte, XIII, 1919, pp. 102-106, and Paribeni, 
Mus. Naz. Rom.*, pp. 202-204, no. 488. The copy published by Anti is 
characterized as Hygieia. This of course does not prove that the orig- 
inal represented Hygieia, but may serve to settle any question that may 
have existed as to the sex of the figure. 

* Arndt-Bruckmann, pls. 149-150; Bernoulli, op. cit., I, p. 69, fig. 12. 
Percy Gardner (J.H.S., XX XVIII, 1918, p. 15, with fig. 6) speaks of its 
Skopaic and Lysippian style. 

*® Rh. Mus., XL, 1885, p. 637. Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 27, 
seems to think this possible. 

* Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 332 (App. 1, 77); Lippold, L.c., 
no. 28. 

“On this point see Forster, /.c.; he thinks that Agathias means that 
Lysippos chose to portray Aesop rather than the Seven Sages. So also 
Lippold, l.c. 

8 Contra Graecos, 55 (App. 1, 79). 

* N.H., XXXIV 86 (App. 1, 78). 

* Helbig, Fiihrer*, II, p. 415, no. 1859, with references; Von Mach, 
University Prints, no. 387; Arndt-Bruckmann, 787-790. The traditional 
identification is questionable; the figure is sometimes thought of as an 
Antonine portrait. 
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of Lysippos,** though on grounds of style alone it 
could not confidently be assigned to him. 

Pausanias saw at Olympia several statues of ath- 
letes by Lysippos. We have already discussed the 
sculptures on the base of the statue of Polydamas.”* 
We know nothing of the statue itself, or of the statues 
of Troilos,?® Kallikrates*® or Koreidas*®® at Thebes. 
Cheilon*? was both an athlete and a warrior. As to 
Pythes,** Pausanias apparently knew little, but judged 
from the epigram or from the statues that he was a 
warrior. There were two statues of him by Lysippos, 
but Pausanias gives no description of either. The 
statue of Polydamas was certainly made long after his 
death. The statues of Cheilon and of Pythes were 
apparently made after the deaths of the men; in these 
cases, however, it is possible that Lysippos knew them 
in life and that his statues were real portraits. The 
statue of Troilos was probably made many years after 
his victory, and must have been an idealized figure, 
even if Troilos was still living. There is no reason to 
doubt that the statues of Kallikrates and Koreidas 
were accurate portraits made from life.** 

The remaining victor-statue at Olympia is men- 
tioned in a passage of Pausanias that appears to be 
corrupt.** He was a pankratiast from Stratos in 
Akarnania, but it is uncertain whether his name 
was Xenarches or Philandridas or a name that has 


* Das Bildnis des Aristoteles; cf. Bernoulli, Griechische Ikonographie, 
II, pp. 94-98. 


** Chapter V. The date is discussed in Chapter III. 

* See Chapter III for date. 

*® Pausanias, VI 17, 3 (App. 1, 85). 

°° See Chapter III for date, and Chapter V for the base. 
* See Chapter III for date. 

* Pausanias, VI 14, 12 (App. 1, 80). 


On the idea that portraits could be set up only by those who had 
won three times see Kekulé, Sitzb. Preuss. Akad. Wiss., 1909, pp. 701 ff., 
and Hyde, OV M, pp. 54-58. 


* VI 2, 1 (App. 1, 86). 
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dropped out of the text altogether. Furtwangler*® 
tentatively identified the famous bronze head of a 
boxer or pankratiast found at Olympia (Plate 51)** as 
a part of this statue, and Waldhauer*®* regards it as 
quite possibly an original work of Lysippos. In it the 
hair is very unlike any Lysippian hair that we know, 
and none of the morphological details which have been 
“found elsewhere are perceptible here. Yet the identifica- 
tion may be correct: the treatment of the hair is very 
effective, which is all that can be expected, since we have 
no sure Lysippian head in which the same style of 


_ wearing the hair occurs; and it is obvious that in this 
head the morphological details were taken from life. 
_ The head is a first-rate piece of sculpture—contrast it 


with the Agias!—in which the battered features and 
uninspired countenance of the bruiser are rendered 
with fine realism and consummate technical skill. It 
is easily possible to overemphasize the naturalism of 
the head and hence to assign to it a date too late: we 
do not find in it the repulsive brutishness of the bronze 
boxer in the Terme museum.*® Kekulé was wrong, 
but not wholly without justification, when he assigned 
the Olympia head to the end of the fifth century. 
Hyde has suggested that a marble head found at 
Olympia (Plate 52, A-B) belonged to the statue of the 
Akarnanian pankratiast.*® He is certainly right in his 


*° Olympia, Ergebnisse, IV, pp. 10 f. 

*% Olympia, Ergebnisse, IV, pl. 2; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 
482; Stais, Marbres et Bronzes’, p. 299, no. 6439; Bulle, Der schéne 
Mensch’, pl. 235; Hekler, op. cit., p. XIX, pl. 79; Springer-Wolters”, 
p. 365, fig. 686; Kekulé, in Sitzb. Preuss. Akad. Wiss., 1909, pp. 694 ff. ; 
Hyde, OVM, pp. 254-255. Hyde assigns the head to the statue of 
Kapros, who won in 212. 

7 Lisipp, pp. 38 £. and fig. 30. 

8 Paribeni, Mus. Naz. Rom.*, p. 197, no. 480. See note 25 in chapter 
exe 

*® Olympia, Ergebnisse, III, pl. LIV, 3-4, pp. 208 f.; Hyde, OVM, 
pp. 293 ff.; cf. A.J.A., XXVI, 1922, pp. 426-429, and A.J.A., XI, 1907, 
pp. 396-416; Gardiner, History and Remains of Olympia, fig. 33, opposite 
p. 98; Bieber in Jb. Arch. I., XXV, 1910, pp. 172 £. (between Euphranor 
and Skopas). 
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contention that the head represents some mortal, not 
Herakles as was thought by some authorities. The at- 
tribution to Lysippos is based on the resemblance of the 
head to the Agias, and falls automatically when the 
Agias is seen to have no connection with Lysippos. The 
resemblance lies chiefly in the shape of the skull and has 
been well set forth by Hyde. The hair in the two 
heads is altogether different, however, and there are 
considerable dissimilarities in the eyes. It is some- 
what disconcerting to find that the ears of the “Phi- 
landridas’—that name may serve in the absence of a 
better one—are unlike each other; the left one, though 
injured, apparently was like the ears of the Agias. 

There is a well-known grave-stele in Athens*® con- 
taining a youth whose head, according to Hyde, re- 
sembles the Agias markedly. But this head and the 
“Philandridas” resemble each other decidedly more 
than either resembles the Agias; this was the unani- 
mous and unprompted opinion of five members of the 
American School at Athens who looked at good illus- 
trations of the “Philandridas” and the Agias in the 
presence of the stele. The resemblance is so close as 
almost to prove that the stele and the “Philandridas” 
are made by one artist, or at the very least that there 
is no difference of school or tendency between them. 
The resemblance between these two works and the 
Agias is enough to suggest, though not to prove, that 
it also is an Attic work. If it be accepted that the 
Agias and the “Philandridas” are by the same artist, 
that is a strong argument against the attribution of 
the Agias to Lysippos. Hyde rightly maintains, 
against the apparent assumption of some scholars, that 
Lysippos was not incapable of making a marble statue; 
but it is clear that he made few, and it would be re- 
markable if one of them should survive. 


“Hyde, OVM, p. 312, with citations; the head: Einzelaufnahmen, 
698-699 ; here pl. 52, C-D. 
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A statue in Berlin (Plates 54 and 53, C),*? repre- 
senting a nude youth, has been ascribed to Lysippos, be- 
cause of its style, by Furtwangler** and Amelung ;** 
Lippold** seems to agree; Schober*® questions it. A 
head in the Museo Nazionale at Rome*® is said to be 
another copy, though I doubted it when I saw the head; 
another is said by Arndt*’ to have been placed on a 
statue once in the possession of Bardini in Florence; 
two others are in the Museo Torlonia.** The subject 
apparently is a boy victor. 

The nose and the upper lip are mostly new. The 
face is a rather sharp oval and thinner than the face of 
the apoxyomenos, and the ears are unlike those of that 
statue. In the hair, the eyes, the lower lip, and the 
neck the two statues are quite similar. The body does 
not show very much muscular detail, but this may be 
due partly to the copyist. The elastic movement of the 
waist is Lysippian, though the triangular opening be- 
tween the muscles does not appear. The feet are 
slender and flat. The abdominal muscles are differ- 
ently represented, and the whole figure shows a style 
considerably earlier than that of the apoxyomenos. 
On the whole this statue corresponds well to a rea- 
sonable conception of the early style of Lysippos. I 
can not see, with Amelung, a development in style 
from this figure through the Agias to the apoxyome- 
nos; one can easily assume a progress from the Berlin 


“ Kurses Beschreibung’, p. 40, no. 471, with ill.; Rom. Mitt., XX, 
1905, pp. 147 ff., figs. 5-7. 


” Masterpieces, p. 364. 

“ Rom. Mitt., XX, 1905, pp. 147 ff. 

DAP Chel.) OV Op ZZ 788 

*© Th. Oest. Arch. I., X1X-XX, 1916-1919, p. 188. 

“6 Paribeni, Mus. Naz. Rom.*, p. 211, no. 517; phot. of German In- 
stitute, no. 212; Helbig, Fiihrer*, II, p. 163, no. 1380 

“La Glyptothéque Ny Carlsberg, p. 181, note 10. 

*“ Mentioned in Helbig, l.c.; Visconti, Museo Torlonia, pl. XIV, 53 


and XV, 57. Lippold, in Pauly-Wissowa, says that they are copied from 
another Lysippian original. 
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statue to the apoxyomenos, but the Agias is not in line 
with them. 

There are in Dresden two copies from an original 
representing a bearded athlete*® and two from another 
type representing a beardless man in a similar pos- 
ture.°° Furtwangler®' ascribed both types to Lysip- 
pos; Klein®? and apparently Arndt*’ only the beardless 
one; Herrmann thinks the beardless type earlier than 
Lysippos. the bearded type later than our sculptor. 
This is certainly right for the bearded type. The two 
copies differ somewhat, and the Hellenistic character 
is more evident in no. 236 than in 235; but it is suffici- 
ently clear in both the face and the treatment of the 
body in both figures. 

The beardless type is obviously earlier. In the hair, 
the ear, the shape of the head, and the pubes there is 
considerable similarity to the apoxyomenos. There is 
a striking difference in the shape of the face: in the 
Dresden athlete it is a long oval. There is no groove 
in the forehead. The treatment of anatomy suggests 
the “Jason” rather than the apoxyomenos, but seems 
distinctly earlier than either. The head and the legs 
(the legs are new except for the right leg above the 
knee) are large in relation to the body, so the propor- 
tions are those ascribed to Euphranor. It is not likely 
that the original was made by Euphranor, who was no 
sculptor of athletes; but it could be an early work of 
Lysippos, made when he was feeling his way toward 
his own system of proportions. 

* Herrmann, Verzeichnis, nos. 235 and 236. Our pl. 56 is 236. Head 
of no. 235: Hekler, Greek and Roman Portraits, pl. 48; Reinach, Réper- 
toire, I 529, 2-3. 

° Herrmann, of. cit., nos. 233 and 234, with illustration of no. 233 
(here pl. 55); Reinach, Répertoire, I 528, 3 and 529, 1. Head of no. 
233: Arndt, La Glyptothéque Ny Carlsberg, p. 179, figs. 101-103. No. 
234 has been reduced to a torso by the removal of restorations and 
antique parts that did not belong to the statue. 

* Masterpieces, p. 364, note 2. 


° Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 363. 
Opucttip. Lol. 
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Furtwangler and Arndt note a resemblance be- 
tween the. head of the bearded athlete in Dresden and 
a bearded head in Ny Carlsberg (Plate 57).°* This 
Furtwangler calls ‘one of the finest and most purely 
Lysippian works in existence,” and he is certainly right. 
The nose and part of the upper lip are new. The fore- 
head with its furrow, the eyes, close together and with 
depressions at the outer corners, the lower lip, the chin, 
the shape of the face and of the head all resemble the 
corresponding features of the apoxyomenos very 
closely. The ears are mostly lost. The identity of 
style between this head and the head of the apoxyo- 
menos is so perfect that it is quite certain, in my judg- 
ment, that they proceed from one sculptor. Klein®® 
strangely ascribes the head to Skopas. 

Arndt notes that Sieveking has suggested that a 
portrait head in the Uffizi’® is a replica of the Ny 
Carlsberg head. Miss McDowall once suggested that 
this head was a portrait of Demetrios Phalereus,** and 
it now bears (or recently bore) that name in the mu- 
seum; but more recently she, now Mrs. Esdaile, has 
identified it, with much probability, as Aristippos.** 
It is not quite clear whether she considers it copied 
from the same original as the other portraits of Aris- 
tippos, but this appears to be the fact. An attribution 
to the school of Lysippos, if not to the master himself, 
is suggested, and justly. Arndt was assuredly right in 
rejecting the hypothesis that this head and that in Ny 
Carlsberg were derived from one original. 

While visiting the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek I was 
much impressed by the close similarity between a head 


* Arndt, Glyptothéque Ny Carlsberg, pls. 130-131, pp. 182-183; De 
Antike Kunstvaerker, no. 118; Lippold, Antike Skulpturen der Glypto- 
thek Ny Carlsberg, pl. 34. 


5 Cesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 279. 


5% Amelung, Fiihrer durch Florenz, no. 118; no. 370 in the museum; 
Arndt-Bruckmann, 341-342; Hekler, pl. 91 b. 


 7.H.S., XXIV, 1904, pp. 93 ff. and pl. IV. 
JET. Se OL, LOLA Spo: 
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which I noticed there and the apoxyomenos of the 
Vatican. This resemblance was great in many points: 
the shape of face, the profile, hair, eyes, ears, lips, and 
chin; I concluded that the head was certainly copied 
from Lysippos or from his immediate following,—and 
presently I found that it was an example of the Melea- 
ger type. I had the same experience with a head in 
the Museo Nazionale at Rome. 

The Meleager was most thoroughly studied by 
Graef,®® who drew up a list of copies from which the 
following list is chiefly taken. The statues 15-17 are 
mentioned by Furtwangler®® and none of them is 
known to me otherwise. 

1. Vatican, Belvedere. Amelung, D. Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., 

II, p. 33, no. 10, pls. 3 and 12; Reinach, Répertoire, I 
479, 2; Helbig, Fithrer®, I, p. 79, no. 128; Bulle, Der 
schone Mensch?, fig. 145; Brunn-Bruckmann, 386; 
Chase, Greek and Roman Sculpture in American Col- 
lections, fig. 98; Von Mach, University Prints, 216. 
Here pl. 58. The head: Ant. Denk., I, 1889, pl. 40, 1; 
Gardner, SGS, pl. 1. 

2. Holkham Hall. Michaelis, Ancient Marbles, p. 306, no. 

20; Reinach, op. cit., 1 480, 1. Much restored. 

3. Vatican. Reinach, op. cit., I 479, 1. Doubtful; 

known to Graef (and to me) only from Clarac’s draw- 


ing. 
4. Rene: Palazzo Barberini. Matz-Duhn, no. 1104. 
Head new. 


5. Versailles. Reinach, op. cit., I 479, 7. 

6. Naples, Museo Nazionale. No. 6077. Ruesch, Guida?, 
p. 250, no. 1036; Bernoulli, Rémische Ikonographie, 
II, 2, p. 61; Reinach, Répertoire, I 580, 2. Restored as 
Domitian. 

7. Rome, Villa Borghese. Reinach, op. cit., II 555, 1; 
Helbig, Fiihrer®, II, p. 233, no. 1532; Einzelaufnah- 
men, 2714. Head new. 

8. Rome, Palazzo Corsini. Matz-Duhn, 1048. Only 
torso antique. 


® Rom. Mitt., 1V, 1889, pp. 218 ff. 
© Meisterwerke, p. 526, note 2; Masterpieces, pp. 304 and 184. 


10. 
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Berlin, no. 215. Conze, Beschreibung d. ant. Skulpt., 
p. 93; Kurze Beschreibung’, p. 26, pl. 41; Reinach, op. 
cit., 1 484, 1; Von Mach, University Prints, 214; Chase, 
op. cit., fig. 99. Head new. 

Rome, Lateran. Benndorf-Schéne, p. 32, no. 49. 
Torso. 

Verona, Museo Lapidario. Torso. 

Rome, Palazzo Barberini. Reinach, op. cit., I 486, 1. 
Copenhagen, Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek. No. 387. De 
Antike Kunstvaerker, p. 139, Tillaeg, p. 149; Furt- 
wangler-Urlichs*, pl. XXXII; Reinach, op. cit., IV 
349, 1. Head new. 

Cambridge, Massachusetts, Fogg Museum. Reinach, 
op. cit., II 555, 6; Von Mach, University Prints, 215, 
and Handbook, p. 214 ff. (good description) ; Hyde, 
OV M, p. 315, fig. 77; Chase, op. cit., fig. 97. The head: 
Chase, fig. 101. 

Museo Torlonia. Torso restored as Hermes. 

Louvre. Torso. 

Rome, Palazzo Doria. Small. 


Heaps 


Rome, Villa Medici, on a statue to which it does not 
belong. Ant. Denk., I, 1889, pl. 40, 2; Gardner, Hand- 
book, p. 422; Gardner, SGS, pl. 1; Hyde, OVM, p. 
314; Chase, op. cit., fig. 101; Bulle, Der schone 
Mensch?, fig. 144; Matz-Duhn, no. 215. 

Rome, Museo Nazionale. Paribeni, Museo Nazionale 
Romano’, p. 212, no. 523; B. Com. Rom., XLVII, 1921, 
pp. 51-53 and fig. 3; Memorie dei Lincei, XIV, 1910, p. 
269, fig. 21; Helbig, Fiihrer?, II, p. 164, no. 1383. 
Naples, Museo Nazionale, on a statue of Aristogeiton. 
Ruesch, Guida?, p. 28, no. 104; Einzelaufnahmen, 518- 
519. 

Rome, Vatican. Amelung, D. Skulpt. d. Vat. Mus., I, 
p. 645, no. 509, pl. 69. 

Rome, Museo Nazionale, on a seated figure. Paribeni, 
op. cit., p. 84, no. 52; Einzelaufnahmen, 277-278. 
Rome, Villa Albani. No. 57. 

Rome, Museo Torlonia, on statue no. 473. Visconti, 
Museo Torlonia, pl. CX XII. 

British Museum, from Castle Howard. Marbles and 
Bronzes, pl. 38; Catalogue of Burlington Fine Arts 
Club, 1904, pl. XIV, no. 14; J.H.S., VI, 1885, p. 38, 
no. 27 (Michaelis). 
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9. Copenhagen, Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, no. 362. De 
Antike Kunstvaerker, p. 132, Tillaeg, p. 148; Arndt, 
La Glyptothéque Ny Carlsberg, pl. 100. Here pl. 59. 

10. Rome, Vatican. Amelung, op. cit., I, p. 609, no. 453, 
pl. 64. On a statue to which it does not belong. 

11. Venice, Museo Archeologico. Dititschke, Ant. Bildw. 
in Oberit., V, no. 148; Einzelaufnahmen, 2499-2502. 

12. Vienna, from Catajo. Einzelaufnahmen, 48. 

13. Leningrad, Hermitage. Kieseritzky, Catalogue, no. 
355b. 


A youth stands with the weight on his right leg 
and his right hand behind him and resting on the hip. 
A hunting spear is held loosely in the left hand and 
arm. So far all copies agree,®*’ but in other details 
they vary considerably. In statue no. 1, which is prob- 
ably the best known, the youth wears a chlamys, a 
dog sits at his right, and there is a boar’s head on the 
support at his left. All three, in the opinion of Ame- 
lung,°? are additions of the copyist. 

The original was undoubtedly of bronze; this is 
evident from the treatment of the hair and from the 
variety of supports which were employed by the copy- 
ists. In a bronze statue the chlamys would present no 
difficulties, while in the marble copies it is brittle; one 
concludes then that it was present in the original, as 
in eight copies, while in six it was omitted.** The dog 
is present in five cases, while there is no case in which 
it is sure that there was no dog;™ hence the presump- 
tion is that it too was present in the original. The 
boar’s head is present in three copies, while in three 


“It has been stated that in the Fogg copy (no. 14) it is not a spear 
but a stick. This seems to be an error. 

? Helbig, Fihrer*®, I, p. 80. 

“Present in) nos, 1 5).6, 7,8, 10) 11 13) absent im 2.4) 9) 12) 14: 17: 
3 is omitted as doubtful; 15 and 16 are unknown to me. The chlamydes 
differ in the various copies, but not more than would be expected. 

“ Present in nos. 1, 4, 7, 9, 13; the part is lacking or modern in 2, 6, 
8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16; in 5, 12 and 17 I do not know the restorations. 
Winter (Jb. Arch. I., XXXII, 1917, pp. 226-229) believes that the dog 
stood at the figure’s left in the original, as in no. 9. 
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others it certainly was absent ;® here a conclusion is 
difficult, but the probability is perhaps against the boar, 
since its position varies in its three occurrences. It 
is on the boar’s head that the identification as Meleager, 
hero of the Calydonian hunt, rests, and one can say 
only that three of the copies were called Meleager. 
The original may have been Meleager or it may have 
been a votive offering or a grave statue for a young 
hunter. 

Graef referred the Meleager to Skopas and this 
opinion has been adopted almost unanimously, though 
the scholars who refer the Lansdowne Herakles to 
Lysippos are inclined to dispose of the Meleager in 
the same way. This is singular, because the two 
statues can hardly belong to any one artist; the treat- 
ment of anatomy in the Meleager looks thirty years 
later than in the Herakles, the hair is very different, 
and there is no significant resemblance anywhere. The 
attribution of the Meleager to Skopas is largely due 
to an exaggerated importance which has been ascribed 
to the Medici head (no. 1) and recently to the Fogg 
copy (no. 14). These are certainly better, as works 
of art, than the other copies; they were made in the 
third century or thereabouts, when fine workmanship 
was common but nobody tried to make exact copies. 
Naturally they are unlike the other copies and equally 
unlike each other, and deserve little attention in specu- 
lations about the original. 

The other heads agree fairly well among them- 
selves, though no. 8 (of the heads) has a somewhat 
Skopaic look. The resemblance to the apoxyomenos 
has already been stated. The lower part of the face 
is not so heavy as in the apoxyomenos, but on the other 
hand it does not approach the triangular form of the 


* Present in nos. 1, 4, 17; absent in 7, 9, 13; original condition un- 
known to me in the others. 


*P. Gardner, in J.H.S., XXIII, 1903, pp. 128 f.; Hyde, OVM, pp. 
312-315; Cultrera, Memorie dei Lincet, XIV, 1910, pp. 266 ff. 
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Tegea heads. In other respects, with the exception of 
the bearded head in Ny Carlsberg, there are no closer 
analogies for the head of the apoxyomenos. The 
bodies of nos. 1, 9, and 12, which I have been able to 
examine carefully, also show great resemblance to the 
apoxyomenos. In the long, flat feet, the scant pubes, 
the navel with a crescent above it, the back, the knees, 
and the general musculature the two statues are very 
similar. The triangular opening between the muscles 
at the waist is not present in the Meleager, and in 
other places a knowledge of anatomy is less evident, 
but this difference is not very great. The Meleager is 
not so slender as the apoxyomenos, but we can not 
assume that all of Lysippos’s statues were; compare 
the Herakles Epitrapezios. The position of the right 
arm is reminiscent of the Farnese Herakles. 

The Meleager then is essentially a Lysippian work. 
There would be no great violation of probability, per- 
haps, in ascribing it to a son of Lysippos if there were 
reason to do so; and reason used to be found in Pliny, 
who says of Euthykrates:°* [taque optume expressit 
Herculem Delphis et Alexandrum Thespus venatorem 
et proelium equestre. . . . It is possible that the 
“venator” is a separate work, and if so it might easily 
be the Meleager. More probably however “vena- 
torem” is descriptive of ‘““Alexandrum,” and the Mel- 
eager is an unmentioned work of Lysippos himself. 

Two bronze statues found at Herculaneum (Plate 
60)°* are now generally interpreted as wrestlers. They 
have been regarded also as runners, and this can not be 
altogether disproved, so far at least as 5627 is con- 
cerned; but in runners the advanced arm ought to be 


* N.H., XXXIV 66 (SQ 1522). 


® Ruesch, Guida’, p. 214, no. 861 (5626) and 862 (5627); Brunn- 
Bruckmann, 354; Bulle, Der schdne Mensch’, pls. 91 and (head of 5627) 
214; Von Mach, University Prints, no. 289. In each plate, as in ours, 
5626 is at the left. Reinach, Répertoire, I 527, 3 and II 541, 1; Reinach, 
Recueil, pl. 70; Comparetti and De Petra, La Villa Ercolanese, pp. 269 f., 
near f.; Hyde, OV M, pp. 230 f.; Lippold, Kopiten und Umbildungen, 
p. 129. 
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on the same side as the advanced foot, since it is both 
natural and usual in vase-paintings to bring the right 
or left arm and leg forward together. For a wrestler 
the position is quite satisfactory. For the two statues 
as a group of wrestlers there are numerous fairly close 
analogies in mosaic,®® vase-paintings,”? and coins;" 
but the statues do not make a good group, because 5626 
is set diagonally on its plinth, so that neither its action 
nor its gaze is directed toward the other statue. It is 
just possible that the sculptor intended to represent a 
wrestler about to secure some side-grip on a lunging 
opponent; but if so the design is not altogether satis- 
factory, and the statues make a better appearance when 
set in corresponding positions at some distance from 
each other, as for example reproductions are placed in 
Constitution Square at Athens, than when seen to- 
gether as a group. 

Hauser was the first to observe that one model 
(hardly one mould) had served for large parts of both 
statues.7” The differences are in the head, the arms, 
and the advanced foot. Benndorf indeed said that the 
advanced foot of 5626 was restored,” and this has 
been repeated by later writers; but an examination of 
the original statue shows that no part of either leg of 
5626 is restored. In all the points where differences 
exist, they are in favor of 5627. One concludes that it 
is an accurate copy from an original that represented a 
victorious wrestler, and that the copyist, desiring an- 
other figure as a pendant, introduced some unfortunate 
modifications into his second copy. 


* Ruesch, Guida’, p. 215, fig. 55. 
ae Hoppin, A Handbook of Attic Red-figured Vases, I, p. 426, 
no. 54. 
™E.g., Num. Chron., 1921, p. 175, no. 26, pl. V. 
3 Jb. Arch. I., 1V, 1889, p. 116, note 8; so also Benndorf, Jh. Oest. 
ee I., IV, 1901, p. 172 and Pernice, Jh. Oest. Arch. I., VII, 1904, pp. 
174 f. 
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The priority of 5627 was suggested by Mahler,” 
who believed that it was a free imitation of the Ladas 
of Myron; Reinach’® seems inclined to accept this 
hypothesis. It has not found general favor, however, 
and I see nothing in the head which suggests an orig- 
inal of the fifth century. The general style indicates 
a date at about the end of the fourth century. In their 
proportions and freedom of posture the statues show 
obvious Lysippian influence, and Richardson’ and 
Bulle are strongly impressed by their Lysippian char- 
acter. The hair and ears are indeed very like those 
features in the apoxyomenos. The treatment of the 
body, however, resembles that of the sitting Hermes, 
which, as has been seen, is very different from that of 
the apoxyomenos. The faces are totally unlike the 
face of the Hermes, but are almost equally un-Lysip- 
pian. The eyes, nose, and lips are so definitely distinct 
from his manner that, when considered together with 
the treatment of the body, they entirely preclude the 
possibility of his authorship. 

Miss Richter” includes in “sculptures illustrating 
the style of Lysippos” a seated figure in the Museo 
Nazionale at Rome.*® The head does not belong to the 
figure; it is no. 5 in our list of Meleager heads. The 
torso is somewhat in the style of the “Jason’’; the 
limbs, so far as original, are rather large for the body. 
No close connection with Lysippos can be assumed. 

There is in the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek a seated 
statue of a poet, perhaps Alkaios,”® which is confidently 


™ Polyklet, p. 18. 
® Recueil, p. 56. 
pareek Sculpture, p. 235. Cf. also Waldhauer, Lisipp, p. 33 and 


™ Catalogue of Casts in the Metropolitan Museum, no. 733. 

* Helbig, Fiihrer’, II, p. 90, no. 1296; Reinach, Répertoire, II 193, 1; 
Paribeni, Mus. Naz. Rom.*, p. 84, no. 52. 

™ De Antike Kunstvaerker, p. 154, no. 430; Tillaeg, p. 152; Brunn- 
Bruckmann, 477; Lippold, Griech. Portratstatuen, pp. 68-70, and Antike 
Skulpturen der Glyptothek Ny Carlsberg, pl. 32; also in Pauly-Wissowa; 
Bee Greek and Roman Portraits, pl. 109 a; Reinach, Répertoire, II, 
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ascribed to Lysippos by Lippold. The position of the 
body and the treatment of the face make an attribution 
to Lysippos possible, but the same might be said of a 
great many portraits commonly assigned to the fourth 
century or the early Hellenistic age. The resemblance 
to the Seilenos, which Lippold emphasizes, is not very 
tangible, and the attribution is only fairly probable. 

Waldhauer ascribes portraits of Bias*® and Euri- 
pides** to Lysippos. Both attributions are possible, 
neither very convincing. The Bias would belong early 
in the artist’s career, the Euripides in his latest days. 

A statue of Ganymede in Florence*’ is confidently 
ascribed to Lysippos by Amelung, because of its re- 
semblance to the apoxyomenos. He names the left 
lower leg and foot and the left hand as the only large 
restorations ; from this list the head, which is given by 
Dittschke among the new parts, is apparently omitted 
through oversight. The general design of this com- 
position suggests Praxiteles rather than Lysippos, but 
the proportions and the treatment of anatomy are in 
the manner of our artist. The photograph, from which 
alone I know the statue, does not permit a careful 
study of details; but one may safely accept Amelung’s 
testimony that the resemblance to the apoxyomenos is 
great. 

The support on which the eagle rests, having the 
appearance of rough natural rock, is intended to repre- 
sent the mountain from which Ganymede was taken. 
Amelung is therefore justified in concluding that it 
was present in the original, and with it the dog which 
is visible at the left. The landscape element is more 
distinct than in the Niobid group or in any other 
sculpture in the round, so far as I know, before the 


Tn the Vatican; Lisipp, p. 38, fig. 28; Hekler, 77; Arndt-Bruck- 
mann, 371-372; Helbig, Fiihrer*®, I, p. 181, no. 275 

Tn Copenhagen; Lisipp, p. 38, fig. 29; Hekler, 89; De Antike 
Kunstvaerker, p. 150, no. 414 b. 

8 Finzelaufnahmen, 323, with text by Amelung; Diitschke, Ant. 
Bildw. in Oberitalien, Il, no. 250; Reinach, Répertoire, II 475, I. 
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Farnese Bull. If the original was really made by 
Lysippos, we have in this group one example of his 
representation of dogs. 

One of Lysippos’s feminine figures remains to be 
mentioned: it is described as a “drunken flute-player” 
(feminine).** “Sans doute une Ménade,” says M. 
Collignon.8* But tibicina should be a translation of 
avAnteis, a word of perfectly definite meaning: the 
statue represented one of the girls who enlivened 
Greek banquets with music and otherwise. If Klein*®® 
and others refuse to believe that Lysippos would make 
such a statue, that is their affair; it is by no means 
incredible that the flute-girl or a patron might desire 
a Statue of her and be able to pay for it. In forming an 
idea of the figure it is necessary to remember that there 
are various degrees of drunkenness. The famous old 
woman ascribed to Myron of Thebes would have ex- 
cited some astonishment at the end of the fourth cen- 
tury; but not a beautiful girl represented in that state 
of good cheer where one is brilliant, convivial, and only 
beginning to find the kylix a trifle topheavy. 

Studniczka,®*® Arndt,®” S. Reinach,*® and Wald- 
hauer®® are inclined to regard a charming statue in 
Berlin®® as copied from Lysippos’s flute-girl. There 
is another copy in Frankfurt (Plate 61)*! and a third 
in the Bibliotheque Nationale.®” The figure in Berlin has 
usually been termed a Maenad, but Bulle calls it a 


ene N.H., XXXIV, 63 (App. 1, 3); Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, 
no. 27. 


* Lysippe, p. 87. 

8° Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, Il, p. 361. 

® Die Siegesgottin, p. 24, note 2. 

La Glyptothéque Ny Carlsberg, p. 188.° 

* Quoted by Six, in Jb. Arch. I., XX XIII, 1918, p. 48. 

© Lisipp, p. 34 and fig. 25. 

® Kurze Beschreibung’*, p. 25, no. 208; Reinach, Répertoire, II 398, 1; 


Bulle, Der schéne Mensch’, pl. 138; Neugebauer, Studien iiber Skopas, 
p. 54; Klein, Gesch. d. griech. Kunst, III, p. 241. 


™ Kurzes Verzeichnis der Bildwerke (1915), p. 30, no. 129. 
” Reinach, Répertoire, II 809, 2. 
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dancer. It is certainly dancing and not rushing along in 
frenzy as is the Maenad of Skopas. The castanets which 
appear on the support would not prove that the figure 
was a Maenad, if they were known to be present in the 
original. Of course in the original there was no support, 
and the addition of the castanets in the copy merely 
shows that there were no castanets in the hands of the 
figure, since if there were it would be absurd to add a 
second set on the support. In no copy is there any 
trace of a fawn-skin or any other attribute that would 
identify a Maenad. In all probability, then, it is sim- 
ply a dancer. The twist of the body suggests the 
influence of Lysippos, and nothing in the figure offers 
evidence against the attribution; but the corpus of cer- 
tain Lysippian works contains no analogous figure, so 
the conjecture can not be confirmed. If the Medici 
Aphrodite be admitted as a work of Lysippos, the iden- 
tification of the flute-girl becomes more probable: both 
statues show a taste for the representation of the 
youthful, yet voluptuous, female body. 

The figure in the Villa Albani,®* which Mme. 
Maviglia suggests in this connection, is a real Maenad, 
as the presence of the skin of an animal shows, and 
hence can not be copied from the statue of Lysippos. 

Waldhauer has ascribed a female head in Munich 
to Lysippos.** The rather heavy, round face and the 
small eyes do suggest the Lysippian type, especially 
when contrasted with Praxitelean heads; but an at- 
tribution to the master himself is bold. A girl satyr in 
the Lateran*** is quite possibly copied from a piquant 
work of Lysippos. It suggests the Eros considerably, 


* Reinach, Répertoire, I 389, 8; Helbig, Fiihrer’, II, p. 435, no. 1886; 
Maviglia, op. cit., pp. 98-104 and fig. 29. 

* Waldhauer, Lisipp, p. 34 and fig. 24; Brunn-Bruckmann, pl. 125. 
A replica in the Hermitage is described by Kieseritzky as Greek work 
of the fourth century (Kieseritzky, Catalogue, p. 137, no. 292 B). 

“2 Benndorf-Schone, no. 273; Helbig, Fiihrer*, II, no. 1185; Einzel- 
aufnahmen, no. 2145. 
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and its hair, eyes, lips, and shape of face have some 
resemblance to the corresponding features of the apoxy- 
omenos. 

The majesty of Zeus and the gayety of an exhila- 
rated flute-girl did not mark the limits of Lysippos’s 
versatility ; he also achieved distinction as a sculptor of 
animals. Pliny mentions dogs as especially notable 
among his works,® and it is not probable that the 
author had in mind only the dogs in the Krateros 
group or in similar groups. In another passage the 
same writer describes a celebrated bronze statue of a 
dog (male or female) which was in Rome: the animal 
was licking a wound.*® Pliny names no artist for this 
dog; but statues of dogs that were famous must have 
been few, and one naturally thinks of an artist who 
was particularly celebrated for his figures of dogs. A 
bitch in the Museo Barracco®™ is, without much doubt, 
copied from the statue mentioned by Pliny, and in the 
museum it is boldly labeled “di Lisippo.”” It may well 
be true; but it can hardly be proved, even if we accept 
the dog in the Corsini Ganymede group as certainly 
Lysippian. The Barracco dog seems somewhat more 
likely to belong to Lysippos than another type of which 
several examples are known®* and which is suggested 
by Collignon as Lysippian. 

His skill in the representation of horses must have 
been remarkable. The effect of his great quadriga at 
Rhodes, which Pliny apparently thought the finest of 
all his works, must have depended largely on the 
spirited portrayal of the horses. We are told also that 
he made quadrigas “of many kinds.”®® He must have 
found abundant opportunity for his skill in the series 
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* Reinach, Répertoire, II 762, 4; Collection Barracco, pl. 58, p. 45; 
Helbig, Fiihrer’, I, p. 628, no. 1140. 
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of equestrian statues at Dion and also in the Krateros 
group, if he made the horse in it. In the Palazzo dei 
Conservatori there is a bronze horse, evidently of 
Greek workmanship, which once bore a rider.1°? The 
form of the horse is slender and elegant, and the ner- 
vous vivacity of the high-bred steed is rendered with 
extraordinary success. It is safe to say that if the 
rider had been as well preserved as the horse, the work 
would have been reckoned far superior to any antique 
equestrian statue that now exists. The statuettes in 
Naples, which appear to be traceable to the Granikos 
monument, are of no extraordinary merit in them- 
selves, but one may divine something of the fire and 
spirit of the originals. The most famous of Lysip- 
pos’s horses, apparently, belonged neither to a chariot 
nor to an equestrian statue: it was a free horse, which 
later stood in Constantinople.*°' The authors are en- 
thusiastic in speaking of the exultant and spirited pride 
of the steed. 

At Lampsakos there was a slain lion by Lysippos, 
which Agrippa took to Rome.*°? Lippold suggests 
that it may have marked the tomb of soldiers killed in 
a battle,’°? and this may be right; but it is not known 
that a slain lion was used in this way in antiquity, and 
no battle in the lifetime of Lysippos, for which such a 
monument would naturally be placed at Lampsakos, is 
known. It will be remembered that there was a lion 
also in the Krateros group, though we can not be sure 
whether it was made by Lysippos. It seems that Ly- 
sippos might without much trouble improve on the 


® Collignon, Lysippe, fig. 22; Helbig, Fiihrer’, I, p. 543, no, 955; 
Jones, Palazzo dei Conservatori, p. 171, no. 4, pl. 61 (where the horse 
is underestimated and called Roman); Reinach, Répertoire, II 739, 5. 


** App. 1, 89-91; Lippold in Pauly-Wissowa, no. 40. 
™ Strabo, XIII, 590 (App. 1, 88). 
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usual treatment of lions in Greek art, but one can not 
tell whether he did so. 

Prokopios’** mentions Lysippos as a possible author 
of a bronze bull that stood in Rome. He also suggests 
Pheidias; from which it is evident that he knew noth- 
ing about the fact in the case. 


De Bello Gothico, 1V, 21, 12-13 (App. 1, 92). 


CHAPTER XII 


CONCLUSIONS 


The survey of the evidence on Lysippos is com- 
pleted. It has been the plan to consider everything 
from which information on the life and work of the 
artist may reasonably be expected, and everything 
from which serious attempts have been made, whether 
reasonably or not, to derive such information. It re- 
mains now to summarize the results and to draw such 
general conclusions as are possible on the style of the 
sculptor and the general aesthetic attitude which found 
expression in his work. 

In the Thebes base, the “Old Fountain” base, and 
the base for the statue of Polydamas we have three 
pieces of sure, but all too slight, evidence. There are 
good copies of two of his statues of Herakles, of his 
Eros, and of his apoxyomenos. Three of his portraits 
of Alexander are clearly represented by existing sculp- 
tures: one of them by a copy which, though inexact in 
details, gives a satisfactory idea of the noble, yet rea- _ 
listic, portraits that delighted the monarch. By com- | 
parative study alone, three and only three works can | 
be ascribed to him with certainty: the bearded head in | 
Ny Carlsberg, the Seilenos with the Infant Dionysos, | 
and the Meleager. Perhaps it is justifiable to add the | 
Ganymede, relying on the confidence with which so- 
good a judge as Amelung announced the attribution 
on the evidence of morphology. The Lysippian origin 
of the originals of the Seleukos bust, the Socrates, and 
the bronzes in Naples supported by rudders, though 
not definitely demonstrable, is virtually certain. The 
Medici Aphrodite is ascribed to him with great prob- 
ability. The Demeter and Kore are attributed to him 
more reasonably than to any other artist, far more 
reasonably than to Praxiteles; but certainty can not be 
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claimed. For the rest we must rely on the descriptions 
of ancient authors and on inexact imitations ; but these 
suffice, in a number of instances, to give a good general 
idea of the original work: thus we feel sure of the 
Lysippian ideal of Zeus, though we have nothing that 
can be proved to be copied directly from any of his 
representations of the god. 

Perhaps one would expect, a priori, that many of 
his works would be preserved in copies. It may well 
be that we have more than we can identify. For 
Lysippos as for all other Greek sculptors—perhaps 
Praxiteles should be excepted—our sure evidence is 
scanty: we know only a few works, we know little of 
their chronology, and we know them only through 
copies. On this basis we can identify other works that 
belong to the same period or periods of the master’s 
career and are of somewhat the same kind as those 
known to us; but the limits of a versatile artist’s style 
can not be defined without more evidence than we pos- 
sess for any of the Greeks. The attribution of por- 
traits is always difficult in the most favorable circum- 
stances, and it is probable that portraits made up a 
considerable proportion of Lysippos’s production. 

Even with this clearly in mind, one can not suggest 
many types that, in the present state of our knowledge, 
can reasonably be assigned to Lysippos. Before this 
condition excites distrust of the methods used, there 
are other considerations to be noted. The scarcity of 
copies of the apoxyomenos is plausibly explained by 
the difficulty of making an effective copy in marble, 
and the same would probably apply to other works of 
the master: when an artist utilizes to the utmost the 
possibilities of one material, his work is not likely to 
be susceptible of satisfactory translation into another. _ 
Then, too, several of his most famous works could > 
hardly be copied in any material: accurate copies of 
colossal statues, such as his Zeus and Herakles at 
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Tarentum, were rare, and I suppose that nobody ever 
made an accurate copy of a quadriga. Great groups 
such as the lion-hunt of Krateros and the Granikos 
group certainly would not be copied. It is therefore 
no cause for surprise that the works on which the art- 
ist’s fame primarily rested are known to us only 
through literature. 

Judging from the hints of ancient authors, one 
might expect to find in Lysippos’s work the influence 
of Polykleitos and of Euphranor. In the fourth chap- 
ter the influence of Polykleitos was considered: Lysip- 
pos doubtless studied the old master’s system of pro- 
portion and admired the care and consistency with 
which the system was followed, and surely he studied 
the Doryphoros as a masterpiece of craftsmanship; 
but he could not, in his time, show a direct and strong 
Polykleitan influence unless he was a deliberate archa- 
izer, and that he certainly was not. But was there a 
gradual development from Polykleitos through his 
pupils to Lysippos? Mahler, in his book on Polykleitos, 
attempted to trace such a development, but not with 
complete success. Considering the works which can 
be ascribed, with some confidence, to the successors of 
Polykleitos, it is difficult to find the smallest trace of 
any debt owed to them by Lysippos. It is true that 
Herakles was represented with a club under his left 
arm by one of those artists; but Lysippos transformed 
the figure so thoroughly, in making the Farnese type, 
that there is hardly question of real indebtedness. 
Since Euphranor made a special study of proportion, 
his work must have been of interest to Lysippos; but 
the degree of his influence can hardly be determined 
at present. The praying woman, which is very plaus- 
ibly ascribed to Euphranor, has an expressive and 
elastic posture which suggests that the elder artist was 
in some respects a true precursor of Lysippos. 

The one artist whose influence is obvious and cer- 
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tain is Skopas. This is strikingly evident in the statues 
that have been ascribed to both sculptors. The simi- 
larities in style are notable: the overshadowed eyes, 
which so materially affect the appearance of statues 
of the fourth century, were introduced by Skopas and 
adopted by Lysippos. In his use of slender propor- 
tions, also, Lysippos was probably influenced by the 
Attic school, which had previously adopted proportions 
much slighter than those of Polykleitos or (appar- 
ently) his successors. It is not alone nor primarily in 
such matters as these that Lysippos shows the influ- 
ence of Skopas. A consideration of the Dresden 
Maenad, of the Tegean gable-figures, and of the Mau- 
soleum frieze discloses the partial source, at least, of 
the freedom of posture and the vigorous expression 
that appeared in the art of Lysippos. 

Lysippos rendered the hair more vividly than his 
predecessors, and he was remarkable for “extreme 
delicacy of execution even in the smallest details.” 
These features are of course not perfectly discernible 
in copies. His innovations in proportion, however, are 
clear enough in the apoxyomenos, the Farnese Hera- 
kles, and the Seilenos. In the ponderation of his 
figures he seems to have used the advanced “Spielbein”’ 
more than any earlier artist. 

In his style of design, as indeed in many respects, 
Lysippos appears to have been the antithesis of his 
older contemporary Praxiteles. Praxiteles liked to 
leave the torsos of his figures as free as possible of 
obstruction: the arms are so placed as to harmonize 
with, but not to cross, the long and rhythmical lines of 
the body. We find this sort of design in Lysippos also, 
in the Farnese Herakles and the Meleager ; but we also 
find another kind, in which the arms cross the body 
and give a very different effect: contrast the Hermes 
of Praxiteles with the Seilenos. The apoxyomenos 
also is a clear example; and the Medici Aphrodite is 
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another, though there the artist was probably imitating 
an earlier work by Skopas. 

When the arms cross the body, the spectator is 
invited to note the dimension of depth, the difference 
in plane between the parts of the body; and this is 
greatly emphasized when the arms project forward 
toward the spectator and define a plane perpendicular 
to the plane of the body, as in the apoxyomenos. Here 
we touch on one of the most noteworthy character- 
istics of Lysippos, and one in respect to which he most 
distinctly affected the course of Hellenistic art. It has 
long been recognized that Greek statues in general 
were designed to be seen from one point of view: how- 
ever perfectly rounded the figure, its essential design, 
like that of a picture, was in one plane, and the spec- 
tator’s gaze ought to be perpendicular to this plane. 
But Lysippos, with the arms crossing the body and 
extending to the front—straight out of the picture— 
and the body twisted forward or back, makes it impos- 
sible to gain a satisfying view from any one point, and 
compels the observer to take his view from several 
angles. A statue of this kind must present beauty of 
mass and line from any point of view. In this way 
Lysippos looks forward to groups such as the Uffizi 
pankratiasts and the Farnese Bull, which can not even 
be understood until examined from all sides. Lysippos 
may be regarded as the representative of a conception 
in which the difference between sculpture in the round 
and painting or bas-relief is for the first time fully 
recognized and frankly utilized as the basic consider- 
ation in design. 

Pliny records a statement that purports to come 
from the master himself:* he said that whereas the 
older artists had represented men as they were, he 
represented them as they appeared to be. Much in- 
genuity has been expended on the interpretation of this 
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passage,” but with no perfectly satisfactory result. 
Perhaps it is hardly worth while: Socrates and many 
after him have noted the peculiar inanity that fre- 
quently appears in the comments of artists on their own 
works. Certainly the statement can not be brought 
into relation with the three-dimensional character 
which was really, so far as we can judge, the principal 
innovation of Lysippos. The context in Pliny sug- 
gests that the “appearing” had something to do with 
proportion; and it has been suggested that Lysippos 
gave special attention to effective proportion in colossal 
statues, which, as is well known, can not be made 
simply by enlarging statues of ordinary size. But this 
is by no means convincing, and in Pliny the juxtaposi- 
tion of two clauses is always likely to be accidental. 

There is one explanation that is surely to be re- 
jected: that Pliny mistranslated his original, which 
had “ought to be” instead of “appeared to be.’”* This 
makes Lysippos class himself as an idealist in contrast 
to “the older sculptors,” who are Polykleitos and his 
followers; and this is absurd. If Lysippos “certainly 
disclaims realism’’* he certainly attributes realism to 
Polykleitos; and if he does that, no statement of his 
deserves any consideration. 

It is probable that Lysippos’s remark had no tech- 
nical or specific meaning. ‘Quales viderentur esse” 
may well refer to the appearance of reality in a gen- 
eral sense; to expressiveness, vividness, the quality of 
being ‘“‘animosa,” which was added to (not substituted 
for) the accurate physical representation of the older 
artists. To this effect various factors would con- 

*Jb. Arch. I., VIII, 1893, pp. 39-51 (Kekulé); Arch. Anz., VIII, 
1893, pp. 11 f. (Diels, Trendelenburg, Kalkmann, and Conze); Arch. 
Anz., XIII, 1898, pp. 181 ff. (Schéne and Kekulé) ; Collignon, Lysippe, 
pp. 107 f.; C. R. Acad. Insc., 1921, pp. 262-269 (Homolle). 

*So first K. O. Miller (Kunstarchaeologische Werke, II, pp. 165 ff.). 
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tribute: a free and elastic posture, treatment of the 
arms and legs which makes their action conspicuous, 
and expression of emotion in the face or position. In 
these respects Lysippos did, unless our scanty evidence 
misleads us, make a decided advance beyond the older 
Peloponnesians, and some advance beyond any earlier 
sculptor. The Hermes of Praxiteles is simply a beau- 
tiful god, though as it chances a child is attached to his 
arm: the Seilenos of Lysippos is interested in the 
child which he holds. The Lansdowne Herakles is 
Herakles the hero: the Lysippian figures of Herakles 
express pathos or the joy of wine. The Doryphoros is 
an athlete: the apoxyomenos is a pensive athlete. 

In all this there is a dangerous possibility of senti- 
mentality, sensationalism, and affectation. The third 
danger Lysippos escaped, but it is doubtful whether 
he entirely avoided either of the other two. The type 
of the Loeb bronze Poseidon is probably a little later 
than Lysippos, but the beginning, at least, of a swag- 
ger is perceptible in some of the similar figures that 
seem to be more closely connected with him. And the 
deliberate introduction of pathos into a figure that 
does not call for it, such as Herakles, is a distinct step 
toward sentimentality. 

If Lysippos was not essentially an idealist, it is 
equally true that nothing authorizes us to believe that 
he was particularly given to realism. Quintilian® in- 
deed names him with Praxiteles as having been “‘most 
successful in adhering to nature”; but he goes on to 
say that Demetrios was “censured for too much exact- 
ness in that respect,” so he evidently does not mean 
that Lysippos and Praxiteles were the most realistic 
of Greek sculptors ;—a statement that would be obvi- 
ously absurd as applied to Praxiteles. The meaning 
apparently is that these two artists made the most ef- 
fective use, in the judgment of the critic, of their obser- 
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vation of nature. Demetrios was much earlier than 
Lysippos, so it is clear that the latter made no advance 
in the direction of realism in style. He may, however, 
have introduced improvements in the technique of 
naturalistic representation in works which demanded 
naturalism; this is indicated by the fact that his 
brother Lysistratos was said to be the first to take a 
mould from the face. 

In his portraits we may safely assume that Lysip- 
pos was as realistic as seemed to him advisable in each 
case. Let us consider in comparison the work of Tin- 
toretto or Titian. It includes no such portraits as the 
head of Alexander in the British Museum; none of 
their portraits would have required identification for 
the subject or his acquaintances. Yet it is hardly 
possible that all their sitters possessed in reality the 
nobility with which the Venetians endow them: in 
some cases the nobility was doubtless contributed 
largely by the artist, in others almost entirely by the 
sitters. Various wrinkles are undoubtedly omitted in 
many portraits; but it is agreed that there have been 
no greater portrait-painters and few as great. We 
may conceive that Lysippos portrayed his patrons in 
the same general manner, when they were kings or 
generals; such realism as we see in the bearded bronze 
head from Olympia would be employed for other 
subjects. 

Between Lysippos and Tintoretto an analogy of a 
more general sort may be found. Tintoretto is said 
to have boasted that he combined the line of Michel- 
angelo with the color of Titian. He made the combi- 
nation very successfully, not borrowing slavishly from 
either, and added extraordinary physical and mental 
vigor and virtuosity in technique greater than that 
possessed by either of the others; this made possible 
productiveness and rapidity of execution that aston- 
ished his contemporaries. But it is usually recognized 
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that his figures are not, after all, so mighty as those of 
Michelangelo, nor his color in sum so beautiful as that 
of Titian, nor his conceptions equal to those of either 
of them: intellectual vigor and technical expertness 
could not atone for the lack of creative genius and the 
highest perfection of taste. Now Skopas, if magnified 
several times, would not be unlike the titanic Floren- 
tine, and Titian and Polykleitos are both characterized 
by dignified and somewhat impassive formal beauty. 
The analogy can not be pressed too far; but it does 
seem that Lysippos sought to combine the technical and 
theoretical expertness of the Peloponnesians (con- 
siderably changed by his own contributions) with the 
expression and life of Skopas (made somewhat super- 
ficial, and applied without perfect discrimination). 
Though our conclusion must be based on scanty evi- 
dence, it appears that Lysippos was a smaller man than 
either of his predecessors. 

One frequently finds, more or less clearly ex- 
pressed, the feeling that Lysippos ushered in the de- 
cline; that he was the first of Hellenistic sculptors 
rather than the last of the great masters. This is most 
definitely set forth in the opinion of the late Jay Ham- 
bidge,® that Lysippos introduced static symmetry into 
the place of the dynamic symmetry that had been the 
foundation of design in the great age. Upon this I 
would remark only that it is right to associate Lysip- 
pos with the succeeding, rather than the preceding, 
epoch. The position thus assigned him is a very high 
one, so far as influence is concerned; the succeeding 
epoch was formed by him more than by any other 
artist. 

All that we know of Lysippos suggests great vigor 
in the man. Largely self-taught, he disregarded to a 
great extent the traditions prevailing in his home, and 


* Never expressed in print so far as I know; I learn it through the 
kindness of Mr. Howard Giles. 
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rather followed the work of a foreign master, though 
by no means slavishly. He studied his art for himself, 
and made various important innovations. He shrank 
from no subject susceptible of treatment in bronze: 
gods, men, women, and animals were all treated by him 
with conspicuous success, and goddesses too, if we have 
not erred in attributing to him the original of the 
Medici Aphrodite. He was equally successful in his exe- 
cution of colossi and of statuettes a foot high; in his 
expression of the majesty of Zeus, the pathos of the 
weary Herakles, the fiery heart of Alexander, and the 
exultant pride of a spirited horse; while the boyish 
grace of Eros, the youthful grace of the apoxyomenos, 
and the seductive beauty of a young woman whom he 
called Aphrodite found adequate representation at his 
hands. Assuredly, a man who could produce such a 
variety of works in so satisfactory a manner must 
have brought to his work an extraordinary amount of 
intellectual vigor. He must have brought also a phe- 
nomenal command of technique. We can not see in 
him a profoundly spiritual artist, who put his soul into 
every work. Skopas may have been such a man, but 
Lysippos worked too easily. 

His life suggests that of Titian. Titian died— 
probably—at the age of ninety-nine; he painted un- 
weariedly and well to the last. Throughout his career 
he was recognized generally as the greatest painter of 
the time, and as one of the first gentlemen of his time: 
kings were his guests and friends. The meager rec- 
ords sketch for us a not dissimilar life in the case of 
Lysippos. He lived to a great age; Alexander, Kas- 
sander, and Seleukos were his patrons. We may 
imagine him in his last days as an old man with such 
strength as belongs to the aged, full of honors and 
contented in his fame. 





ADDENDA 


Page 46, line 11: Doubts have been expressed as to the 
interpretation of the Conservatori “charioteer”; cf. Jones, 
Palazzo dei Conservatori, p. 211 and addenda. Nudity was so 
usual in Greek sculpture, however, that a nude charioteer should 
not excite surprise. 

Page 137, line 8 from bottom: On the Hellenistic portrait 
statue see Carpenter, in 4.J.4., XX XI, 1927, pp. 160-168. He 
denies all Lysippian character and regards the statue, except 
the head, as a tolerably close imitation of an original of the 
fifth century, similar to the Ares Borghese. This I take to 
be wrong. The best analogies for the position are those men- 
tioned in the text; compare also the Farnese Herakles and the 
Meleager. I know no figure of the fifth century in which 
the hand holding the lance is raised so high. It is true that 
the details of the torso are not treated as Lysippos would 
have treated them; but the various followers of a great master 
do not all show his influence in all ways.—In connection with 
the Argive coin, the Poseidon of Melos should be mentioned : 
except for the garment around the lower part of the body, it 
corresponds well to the coin-type. The body is slender, and 
perhaps Mme. Maviglia was right in referring it to a Lysip- 
pian original, though it certainly is not an exact copy. 

Page 188, line 4: It should be stated that this “Prudence” 
belongs to the pulpit made by Giovanni Pisano and his pupils, 
1302-1311. The pulpit has recently been put together in the 
cathedral at Pisa. 

Page 194, note 25: Add references: Memoirs of the Ameri- 
can Academy in Rome, Vol. VI; A. J. A., XXXI, 1927, pp. 
163 f. (Carpenter). 

Page 232, last paragraph: Amelung (A. J. A., XXXI, 1927, 
pp. 281-86) states that the original of the statuette in the 
British Museum is represented also by a life-size herm in 
Naples (Bernoulli, Griech. Ikonographie, I, p. 187, no. 11, 
pl. XXIV); and he publishes two reliefs, representing the 
conversation of Socrates with Diotima, in which the figure of 
Socrates resembles the statuette somewhat. It does not appear 
to be sure, however, that the reliefs are imitated directly from 
the original of the statuette. Amelung feels sure of the genu- 
ineness of the statuette. 


[ 265 ] 


APPENDIX 1 


PASSAGES IN ANCIENT AUTHORS 
BIOGRAPHICAL AND GENERAL 


TRANSLATIONS 


1. Pliny, N. H., XXXIV, 37. (Trans. Jex-Blake.) 

Still I should like to touch on the most famous 
[statues], and those which any particular circumstance 
has made noteworthy, and to name the illustrious artists. 
Even the works of individual sculptors are too numerous 
to be catalogued; Lysippos, for example, is said to have 
made fifteen hundred pieces of statuary, all of such merit 
that any one alone would bring him fame. Their number 
was discovered when his heir broke open his money-box 
after his death, for it was his custom to lay by a piece of 
gold out of the price he received for each statue. 

2. Pliny, N. H., XXXIV 51. (Trans. Jex-Blake.) 

Lysippos lived in the hundred and thirteenth [328-325 
B. C.], in the days of Alexander the Great ; so also did his 
brother Lysistratos. 

3. Pliny, N. H., XXXIV 61-67. (Trans. Jex-Blake.) 

61 Duris declares that Lysippos of Sikyon was no man’s 
pupil; that he was originally a coppersmith, and was en- 
couraged to venture on a higher path by the words of 
Eee That painter when asked which of the earlier 
artists he followed, pointed to a crowd of people, and re- 
plied that nature should be imitated and not any artist. 

62 Lysippos prodttced~more works than any other artist, 

possessing, as I have said, a most prolific genius. Among 

( them is the man scraping himself, which Marcus Agrippa 

dedicated im front of his baths. In this statue the Emperor 

Tiberius took a marvellous delight, and though capable of 

self-control in the first years of his reign, he could not 
refrain from having the statue removed into his private 

\ chamber, substituting another in its place. The populace 

| of Rome resented this so deeply that they raised an outcry 

_in the theatre, demanding the restitution of the ‘Soasvion3oup < 
\ to which the emperor was fain to yield, in spite of the pas- 
sion he had conceived for the statue. Lysippos has also 
won fame by his drunken flute-player, his dogs and hunts- 
man, and above all by the four-horse chariot and the figure 
of the Sun made for the Rhodians. He also made a num- 
ber of portraits of Alexander the Great, beginning with 
one of him as a boy, which the Emperor Nero, who was 
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PASSAGES IN ANCIENT AUTHORS 


BIOGRAPHICAL AND GENERAL 


1. Pliny, N. H., XXXIV 37. (Ed. Sellers and Jex-Blake.) 
Insignia maxime et aliqua de causa notata voluptarium 
sit attigisse artificesque celebratos nominavisse, singulorum 
quoque inexplicabili multitudine, cum Lysippus MD opera 
fecisse prodatur, tantae omnia artis ut claritatem possent 
dare vel singula, numerum apparuisse defuncto eo, cum 
thensaurum effregisset heres, solitum enim ex manipretio 
cuiusque signi denarios seponere aureos singulos. 


2. Pliny, N. H., XXXIV 51. (Ed. Sellers and Jex-Blake.) 
CXIII Lysippus fuit, cum et Alexander Magnus, item 
Lysistratus frater eius. 


3. Pliny, N. H., XXXIV 61-67. (Ed. Sellers and Jex- 
Blake.) 

Lysippum Sicyonium Duris negat ullius fuisse dis- re 
cipulum, sed primo aerarium fabrum audendi rationem 
cepisse pictoris Eupompi responso. eum enim interro- 
gatum, quem sequeretur antecedentium, dixisse monstrata 
hominum multitudine naturam ipsam imitandam esse, non 
artificem. plurima ex omnibus signa fecit, ut diximus, 
fecundissimae artis, inter quae destringentem se quem M. 
Agrippa ante Thermas suas dicavit mire gratum Tiberio 
principi. non quivit temperare sibi in eo, quamquam im- 
periosus sui inter initia principatus, transtulitque in cubic- 
ulum alio signo substituto, cum quidem tanta populi Romani 
contumacia fuit ut theatri clamoribus reponi apoxyomenon 
flagitaverit princepsque quamquam adamatum resposuerit. 
nobilitatur Lysippus et temulenta tibicina et canibus ac 
venatione, in primis vero quadriga cum Sole Rhodiorum. 
fecit et Alexandrum Magnum multis operibus a pueritia 
eius orsuis. quam statuam inaurari iussit Nero princeps 
delectatus admodum illa, dein, cum pretio perisset gratia 
artis, detractum est aurum, pretiosiorque talis existimabatur 
etiam cicatricibus operis atque concisuris in quibus aurum 
haeserat remanentibus. idem fecit Hephaestionem Alex- 6,4 
andri Magni amicum, quem quidam Polyclito adscribunt, 
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greatly charmed with the statue, ordered to be gilded. 
Then, as this costly addition spoiled the beauty of the 
work, the gold was removed, and the statue was considered 
more valuable without it, in spite of the scars upon it and 
the incisions for fixing the gold. Further he made a 
statue of Hephaistion, the friend of Alexander the Great, 
which some ascribe to Polykleitos, although that, artist 
lived almost a hundred years earlier. We have also from 
his hand an Alexander in a hunting group, which is conse- 
crated at Delphoi, a Satyr at Athens and a troup of Alex- 
ander’s bodyguard, in which all his friends’ portraits are 
rendered with great fidelity. This group was transported 
to Rome by Metellus after the conquest of Makedonia. By 
Lysippos also are various four-horse chariots. His chief 
contributions to the art of sculpture are said to consist 
in his vivid rendering of the hair, in making the heads 
smaller than older artists had done, and the bodies slimmer 
and with less flesh, thus increasing the apparent height of 
his figures. There is no Latin word for the canon of sym- 
metry [ovpueteia] which he was so careful to preserve, 
bringing innovations which had never been thought of be- 
fore into the square canon of the older artists, and he often 
said that the difference between himself and them was that 
they represented men as they were, and he as they appeared 
to be. His chief characteristic is extreme delicacy of exe- 
cution even in the smallest details. 

He left artists of high reputation in his sons and pupils, 
Laippos, Boedas, and above all Euthykrates; the latter 
however imitated not so much the refinement as the perse- 
verance of his father, choosing to win approval by an aus- 
tere rather than a lighter style of execution. In this manner. 
he made for Delphoi an admirable statue of Herakles, for 
Thespiai an Alexander hunting, a group of the Thespiades 
and a combat between horsemen, a statue of Trophonios 
within his oracular cave, several chariots with four horses, 
a horse carrying hunting prongs, and hunting dogs. 

His pupil was Teisikrates, also a native of Sikyon, who 
followed more closely the school of Lysippos, so that many 
of his works can hardly be distinguished from those of the 
master: witness his portrait of an old man at Thebes, of 
king Demetrios and of Peukestes, who saved Alexander’s 
life and well deserves the honour of a statue. 


Pliny, N. H., XXXV 153. (Trans. Jex-Blake.) 
Lysistratos of Sikyon, brother of the Lysippos whom I 
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cum is centum prope annis ante fuerit, item Alexandri 
venationem quae Delphis sacrata est, Athenis Satyrum, tur- 
mam Alexandri in qua amicorum eius imagines summa om- 
nium similitudine expressit—hanc Metellus Macedonia su- 
bacta transtulit Romam—fecit et quadrigas multorum gen- 
erum. statuariae arti plurimum traditur contulisse capillum 
exprimendo, capita minora faciendo quam antiqui, corpora 
graciliora siccioraque, per quae proceritas signorum maior 
videretur. non habet Latinum nomen symmetria quam 
diligentissime custodit nova intactaque ratione quadratas 
veterum staturas permutando, vulgoque dicebat ab illis 
factos quales essent homines, a se guales viderentur esse. 
propriae huius videntur esse argutiae operum custoditae in 
minimis quoque rebus. filios et discipulos reliquit laudatos 
artifices Laippum, Boedan, sed ante omnes Euthycraten, 
quamquam is constantiam potius imitatus patris quam ele- 
gantiam austero maluit genere quam iucundo placere. 
itaque optime expressit Herculem Delphis et Alexandrum 
Thespis venatorem et Thespiadas, proelium equestre, simu- 
lacrum ipsum Trophonii ad oraculum, quadrigas com- 
plures, equum cum fuscinis, canes venantium. huius porro 
discipulus fuit Tisicrates et ipse Sicyonius, sed Lysippi 
sectae propior, ut vix discernantur complura signa, ceu 
senex Thebanus et Demetrius rex, Peucestes Alexandri 
Magni servator, dignus tanta gloria. 


4. Pliny, N. H., XXXV 153. (Ed. Sellers and Jex-Blake.) 


Hominis autem imaginem gypso e facie ipsa primus 
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have mentioned in an earlier book, was however the first 
who obtained portraits by making a plaster mould on the 
actual features, and introduced the practice of taking from 
the plaster a wax cast on which he made the final correc- 
tions. He also first first rendered likenesses with exacti- 
tude, for previous artists had only tried to make them as 
beautiful as possible. 

Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 344. (Trans. Paton.) 

A. Who art thou, dear young man, the point of thy 
chin just marked with down? B. Stranger, I am Por- 
phyrius. A. Thy country? B. Africa. A. Who hath 
honored thee? B. The Emperor, on account of my driv- 
ing. A. Who testifies to it? B. The faction of the 
Blues. A. Porphyrius, thou shouldst have had Lysippus, 
a skilled sculptor, to testify to so many victories. 


Athenaios, Deipnosophistai, XI 784; Kaibel vol. III p. 24. 
They say that the sculptor Lysippos, for the gratifica- 
tion of Kassander, when he founded Kassandria, since he 
was ambitious and desired to find some peculiar vessel, 
on account of the great quantity of Mendaean wine that 
was exported from the city, made great efforts and, hav- 
ing brought together many vessels of various kinds and 
taken something of the pattern from each, made his own 
individual form. 
Cicero, Brutus, 86, 296. 

As Lysippos used to say that the Doryphoros of Poly- 
kleitos was a master to him, so you say that the advocacy 
of the Servilian Law was a master to you. 

Cicero, De Oratore, III 7, 26. 

There is one art of moulding, in which Myron, Polyklei- 
tos, and Lysippos were preeminent; these were all unlike 
one another, but in such a way that you do not wish any 
one of them to be unlike himself. 

Pseudo-Cicero, Ad Herennium, IV 6. 

It was not in that way that Chares learned from Lysip- 
pos to make statues—that Lysippos showed a Myronic 
head, arms of Praxiteles, and a Polykleitan breast—but he 
saw the master making everything in his presence ; he could 
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omnium expressit ceraque in eam formam gypsi infusa 
emendare instituit Lysistratus Sicyonius, frater Lysippi de 
quo diximus. hic et similitudines reddere instituit, ante eum 
quam pulcherrimas facere studebatur. 


4a. Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 344. (Ed. Paton.) 
a. Tic tehédetc, ihe xotoe, yeverddoc dxoa ya- 


odoowv; 

B. *Q Eéve, Ilogqieuos. ao. Tis natois; 6B. ‘H 
Abi. 

a. Tic dé os viv tiunoev; B. “Ava, yaow inno- 
OUVaWV. 


a. Tis wdotus tedéter; B. Atos 6 tHv Bevétov. 
a. “Exoené oor Avounnov éxew émucotvea vixys 
toooatins, tAdotnv idpova, Iloeqiate. 


5. Athenaios, Deipnosophistai, XI 784. (Ed. Kaibel, vol. 
III, p. 24.) 

Avoutnov TOV avdetavtomodv act Kacaviow zagiCouevov, 
OTE GUVMXLOE TIV Kaodvdgetay, puodoEovvtt OL Boviopévep 
iSidv twa evoeotar xéoauov did tO moAv eEcyeova TOV Mev- 
datov otvov éx tis AOAews, MidotiuyAivar xai moAAG xal mavto- 
dana yévn nagatéuevov xegauiwv && Exdotov danomkacduevov 
Wiov mojoa mAdopua. 


6. Cicero, Brutus, 86, 296. (Ed. Friedrich.) 
Ut Polycliti doryphorum sibi Lysippus aiebat, sic tu 
suasionem legis Serviliae tibi magistram fuisse. 


7. Cicero, De Oratore, III 7, 26. (Ed. Friedrich.) 
Una fingendi est ars, in qua praestantes fuerunt Myro 
Polyclitus Lysippus ; qui omnes inter se dissimiles fuerunt, 
sed ita tamen, ut neminem sui velis esse dissimilem. 


8. Pseudo-Cicero, Ad Herennium, IV 6. (Ed. Friedrich.) 
Chares ab Lysippo statuas facere non isto modo didicit, 

ut Lysippus caput ostenderet Myronium, brachia Prax- 
itelae, pectus Polycletium, sed omnia coram magistrum 
facientem videbat, ceterorum opera vel sua sponte poterat 
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certainly study the works of others by himself. Those 
people believe that students who wish to learn these things 
can be taught more conveniently by another scheme. 
Columella, De Re Rustica, I, praefatio, 31. 

Nor were those of a later age—Bryaxis, Lysippos, 
Praxiteles, and Polykleitos—bewildered by the beauty of 
the Olympian Zeus or of the Pheidiac Athena and ashamed 
to make trial of what they could accomplish or of how far 
they could advance. 

Nikephoros Choumnos (Boissonade, Anecdot. III, p. 357). 

(Lysippos and Apelles made) living images, lacking 
only breath and movement. 


Petronius, Satirikon, 88. (Trans. Heseltine.) 

Lysippus died of starvation as he brooded over the lines 
of a single statue. 

Propertius, Elegiae, III 9,9. (Trans. Butler.) 

’Tis Lysippus’ glory to mould statues with all the fire 
of life. 

Quintilian, De Institutione Oratoria, XII 10, 9. (Trans. 

Butler. ) 

Lysippus and Praxiteles are asserted to be supreme as 
regards faithfulness to nature. For Demetrius is blamed 
for carrying realism too far, and is less concerned about 
the beauty than the truth of his work. 

Suidas, Lexicon, v. ’AyaAuatosotot. 

That is, artists; consummate statuaries are Lysippos, 
Polykleitos, and Pheidias. 

Suidas, Lexicon, v. Xeigoveyot. 

The best and consummate artists are Pheidias, Lysip- 
pos, and Polykleitos. 

Varro, De Lingua Latina, IX, 18. 

For Lysippos did not follow the vices rather than the 
art of earlier artists. 


“Laterculi Alexandrini.” 

Sculptors making primarily statues of gods: Pheidias, 
Praxiteles, Skopas. 

Sculptors making primarily statues of mortals: My- 
ron, Lysippos, Polykleitos, Phyromachos. 
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considerare: isti credunt eos, qui haec velint discere, alia 
ratione doceri posse commodius. 


Columella, De Re Rustica, I, praefatio, 31. (Ed. Lund- 
strom. ) 

Nec pulchritudine Iovis Olympii Minervaeque Phidi- 
acae sequentis aetatis adtonitos piguit experiri Bryaxin, 
Lysippum, Praxitelen, Polycletum, quid efficere aut quo 
usque progredi possent. 

Nikephoros Choumnos (Boissonade, Anecdot. III, p. 
357).2 
(Lysippos and Apelles made) Caoas sixdvas xal avons 
LOvnS xal xLvyoEwWS GazohELTOUEVAGS. 
Petronius, Satirikon, 88. (Ed. Heseltine.) 

Lysippum statuae unius lineamentis inhaerentem inopia 
extinxit. 

Propertius, Elegiae, III 9,9. (Ed. Butler.) 

Gloria Lysippo est animosa effingere signa. 


Quintilian, De Institutione Oratoria, XII 10, 9. (Ed. 
Butler.) 

Ad veritatem Lysippum ac Praxitelen accessisse optime 
adfirmant. Nam Demetrius tanquam nimius in ea repre- 
henditur et fuit similitudinis quam pulchritudinis amantior. 


Suidas, Lexicon, v. ’Ayaduatonot. (Ed. Bekker.) 
Tovtéott yerooveyot, otto. axo6eis, Avownnos, ILoAv- 
xheitos, Derdtas. 
Suidas, Lexicon, v. Xevgoveyot. (Ed. Bekker.) 
"Eyévovto dovoto. xal axobeis Devdias, Avournos, Io- 
hinhevtos. 
Varro, De Lingua Latina, IX, 18. (Ed. Goetz and 
Schoell.) 
Neque enim Lysippus artificum priorum potius secutus 
est vitiosa quam artem. 
“Laterculi Alexandrini” (Abh. Preuss. Akad. Wiss., 1904; 
p. 7 of Abhandlung). (Ed. Diels.) 
ATAAMATOTIOIOI 
Devdias, IoakitéAns, Lxdxac. 
ANAPIANTOTIOIOI 
Miewv, Avoutnos, TLodtxiertoc, Pvedpayos. 


*This passage is known to me only through the citation in Smith’s 
Dictionary of Greek and Roman Biography and Mythology, II, p. 871. 
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Varro, De Re Rustica, III 2,5. (Trans. Storr-Best.) 

Why, its walls [those of your mansion] are plastered 
with pictures, and statues as well, while mine shows never 
a trace of Lysippus or Antiphilus, though many of the hoer 
and the shepherd. 

Vitruvius, De Architectura, III, Praefatio, 2. (Trans. 

Morgan. ) 

In particular we can learn this from the case of the 
sculptors and painters of antiquity. Those among them 
who were marked by high station or favourably recom- 
mended have come down to posterity with a name that will 
last forever ; for instance, Myron, Polyclitus, Phidias, Ly- 
sippus, and the others who have attained to fame by their 
art. For they acquired it by the execution of works for 
great states or for kings or for citizens of rank. 


ZEUS AT TARENTUM 


Lucilius, in Nonius Marcellus, De Indiscretis Generibus, 
v. Cubitus (Lindsay, vol. I p. 296). 

That Zeus of Lysippus, at Tarentum, was over forty 
cubits in height. 

Pliny, N. H., XXXIV 40. (Trans. Jex-Blake.) 

Yet another is the Zeus at Tarentum by Lysippus, 
which is 40 cubits [58 ft.] in height and is noteworthy 
because the weight is so nicely balanced that the colossus 
can, they say, be turned round by a touch of the hand, and 
yet cannot be overthrown by the wind. The artist is said 
to have provided against this by placing a column a little 
way off, on the side where it was most necessary to break 
the violence of the wind. The size of the statue and the 
difficulty of transporting it prevented Fabius Verrucosus 
from touching it, although he brought the Herakles in the 
Capitol from Tarentum. 

Strabo, Geographica, VI 278. (Trans. Hamilton.) 

It [Tarentum] possesses a noble gymnasium and a spa- 
cious forum, in which there is set up a brazen colossus of 
Jupiter, the largest that ever was, with the exception of that 
of Rhodes. The citadel is situated between the forum and 
the entrance of the harbor; it still preserves some slight 
relics of its ancient magnificence and gifts, but the chief of 
them were destroyed either by the Carthaginians when they 
took the city, or by the Romans when they took it by force 
and sacked it. Amongst other booty taken on this occasion 


Poe Ee DIT 275 


16. Varro, De Re Rustica, III 2,5. (Ed. Goetz.) 
Tua enim oblita tabulis pictis nec minus signis; at mea, 
vestigium ubi sit nullum Lysippi aut Antiphilu, at crebra 
sartoris et pastoris. 


17. Vitruvius, De Architectura, III, Praefatio, 2. (Ed. Rose.) 
Maxime autem id animadvertere possumus ab antiquis 
statuariis et pictoribus, quod ex his qui dignitatis notas et 
commendationis gratiam habuerunt, aeterna memoria ad 
posteritatem sunt permanentes, uti Myron Polycletus Phi- 
dias Lysippus ceterique qui nobilitatem ex arte sunt con- 
secuti. namque ut civitatibus magnis aut regibus aut civibus 
nobilibus opera fecerunt, ita id sunt adepti. 


ZEUS AT TARENTUM 


18. Lucilius, in Nonius Marcellus, De Indiscretis Generibus, 
v. Cubitus. (Ed. Lindsay, vol. I, p. 296.) 
Lysippi Iuppiter ista 
transibit quadraginta cubita altu’ Tarento, 
19. Pliny, N. H., XXXIV 40. (Ed. Sellers and Jex-Blake.) 
. Talis et Tarenti factus a Lysippo XL cubitorum. 
mirum in eo quod manu, ut ferunt, mobilis—ea ratio libra- 
menti est—nullis convellatur procellis. id quidem providisse 
et artifex dicitur modico intervallo, unde maxime flatum 
opus erat frangi, opposita columna. itaque magnitudinem 
propter difficultatemque moliendi non attigit eum Fabius 
Verrucosus, cum Herculem qui est in Capitolio inde 
trans ferret. 


20. Strabo, Geographica, VI 278. (Ed. Meineke.) 

“Eyer 5 yuuvaordv te xdddtotov xal dyoodv evueyédn, év 
xat 0 tov Atos ideutat xohooods YalnoUs, UEYLOTOS ETH TON 
‘Podiwv. pweta&d dé ths Gyoeds xai Tov otduatos N GxOdmMOAtS 
uixod Aehipava Eyovoa Tod mahavod xdou0v Tov avatynudtov: ta 
yao WOAAG ta LEV xatéMdetoav Kapynddovior Aabdvtes thy TOA, 
ta 8 éhapveaywyyoav ‘Pwpator xoathoavtes Biaiws: @v tote 
nal 6 ‘Hoaxdjs év tH Kametwhiw yadxovs xodocoxds, Avoisnou 
éoyov, avadynua MaEiuov Pabiov tod Eldvtos thv nOAtv. 
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LYSIPPOS 


was the brazen colossus of Hercules, the work of Lysip- 
pus, now in the Capitol, which was dedicated as an offer- 
ing by Fabius Maximus, who took the city. 

Livy, Ab Urbe Condita, XX VII 16, 8. 

But, with more magnanimity than Marcellus, Fabius 
refrained from taking booty of this sort. When a scribe 
asked what he wished to be done with the statues of great 
size—these are gods, all of whom, in their individual atti- 
tudes, are represented as if fighting—he ordered that the 
angry gods be left to the Tarentines. 


ZEUS AT SIKYON 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 9,6. (Trans. Frazer.) 
In the open part of the market-place is a bronze Zeus, 
a work of Lysippus. 


ZEUS AT ARGOS 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 20,3. (Trans. Frazer.) 

Opposite to it there is a sanctuary of Nemean Zeus: 
the bronze image of the god, who is represented standing, 
is a work of Lysippus. 


ZEUS AND Muses at MEGARA 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, I 43,6. (Trans. Frazer.) 
And in the neighboring temple are images of the Muses 
and a bronze Zeus, both by Lysippus. 


PosEIDON 


Lucian, Zeus Tragoedus, 9. (Trans. Harmon.) 

Hermes [addressing Poseidon]: That’s all very well, 
but Lysippus made you of bronze and a pauper because the 
Corinthians had no gold at that time. 

Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 1, 7-9. (Trans. 
Frazer.) 

On the temple [in the Isthmian sanctuary], which is 
not very large, stand bronze Tritons. In the fore-temple are 
images, two of Poseidon, one of Amphitrite, and one of the 
Sea, which is also of bronze. The images inside the temple 
were dedicated in my time by the Athenian Herodes. 
They include four horses gilded all over except the hoofs, 
which are of ivory. Beside the horses are two Tritons: 
from the waist upward they are of gold, but from the 
waist downward they are of ivory. On the chariot stand 
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20a. Livy, Ab Urbe Condita, XX VII 16,8. (Ed. Miller.) 


21. 


23. 


24. 


Sed maiore animo generis eius praeda abstinuit Fabius 
quam Marcellus; qui interroganti scriba, quid fieri signis 
vellet ingentis magnitudinis—di sunt, suo quisque habitu 
in modum pugnantium formati—deos iratos Tarentinis 
relinqui iussit. 


ZEUS AT SIKYON 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 9, 6. (Ed. Schubart.) 
Tis 5& ayogds éotlv Ev tH tinatdow Zevc yahxovc, 
téyvn, Avoismov. 


ZEUS AT ARGOS 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 20, 3. (Ed. Schubart.) 
Tovtov 5€ axavtixel Nepetov Avéc éotw iegdv, a&yalpa 
dodov yadxotv, téxvy Avoinnov. 


ZEUS AND MusES AT MEGARA 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, 1 43; 6: (Ed. Schubart. ) 
Kai év t©@ va® tO mAyolov Mowsac xa yodxotv Ata 
énoinoe Avotnmos. 


POSEIDON 


Lucian, Zeus Tragoedus, 9. (Ed. Harmon. ) 
Nai, Ghia oe wév, @ évvootyae, Yalnovv oO Avoinsos 
Hal UTMXOV Exoinoev, om Exdvtwv Tote Koowhwv yovodv. 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 1, 7-9. (Ed. Schubart.) 


T@ va@ dé OvtL péyettos ov _weiCove EPEOTH ACL Teitw 
ves yahxot. xa dydhpord. & got tv TO Teovdy, dvo bev IIo- 
oe1d@vos, toitov d€ ‘Auprrgitys, xal Vodacoa, xal atityn 
xoAni. Te d€ evdov eq’ Tov avedrev ‘Hoddne *Atnvaios, 
tunous TEGGAQAS envy guboous TAnv tHv Omhdv: omhat dé 
oprotv Elolv ehépavtos. xat Toitwves Sto TAO tovs ious 
eiol yovool, ta pet’ iEdv ehéqpavtos Hal obtot TH dé Gopare 
"Augitoity xol TLoosdsav epeotyxas., xat mats deddc eoTW 
én dehpivos 0 Tl ahaipwv: ehepavtos dé xa XQvoov xa 
ovtor mexotnvta. tO Patew sé, Eq’ o6 1d Gopa, péon pév 
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Amphitrite and Poseidon, and the boy Palaemon is erect 
on a dolphin. These statues also are made of ivory and 
gold. On the pedestal on which the chariot stands are 
figures sculptured in relief: in the middle is the Sea hold- 
ing up the child Aphrodite, and on either side are the 
Nereids, as they are called. I know that there are altars 
to the Nereids elsewhere in Greece, and that some people 
have dedicated precincts to them beside harbours, where 
honours are paid to Achilles also. Doto has a holy sanc- 
tuary at Gabala, where is still preserved the robe by which, 
as the Greeks say, Eriphyle was bribed to wrong her son 
Alemaeon. On the pedestal of Poseidon’s statue are 
wrought in relief the sons of Tyndareus, because they too 
are saviours of ships and of seafaring men. The other 
votive offerings consist of images of Calm and of the Sea, 
and a horse fashioned in the likeness of a sea-monster from 
the breast onward ; also statues of Ino and Bellerophon and 
the horse Pegasus. 
Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 35,1. (Trans. Frazer.) 

There is also [at Hermione] a sanctuary of Artemis 
surnamed Iphigenia, and a bronze Poseidon with one foot 
on a dolphin. 
Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio X 36, 8. (Trans. Frazer.) 

And at the harbour [at Anticyra] there is a small sanc- 
tuary of Poseidon built of unhewn stones: the interior is 
coated with stucco. The image is of bronze, and repre- 
sents the god standing with one foot on a dolphin; on this 
side he has his hand on his thigh, in the other hand he 
holds a trident. 

Dionysos 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, 1X 30,1. (Trans. Frazer.) 
There is also on Helicon a bronze Apollo fighting with 

Hermes for the lyre. Also there is a Dionysus by Lysip- 

pus: the standing image of Dionysus was dedicated by 

Sulla, and is the finest of all the works of Myron, next to 

his statue of Erechtheus at Athens. 

Lucian, Zeus Tragoedus, 12. (Trans. Harmon.) 

Hermes: Here is still another question that is hard to 
solve. Both of them are of bronze and of the same artistic 
merit, each being by Lysippus, and what is more they are 
equals in point of family, for both are sons of Zeus—I 
mean Dionysus here and Heracles. Which of them has 
precedence? For they are quarrelling, as you see. 


26. 


27. 


28. 


29. 
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émelgyaorar Valacoa dvéxouvoa "Aqgoodityy naida, Exaté- 
ewv_ev dé ciow at Nyonldes xodovpevat. TONTOIS xa, été- 
owt: ths ‘EAAdd0s Bwnots ofda dvtas, tods dé xal Tevéevy 
opiow avatévtas moaiviow, évOa xal "Ayddet tipat: Aw- 
tous S& év Tabddots teodv éotww cytov, %vIa mwémAog ett Ehet- 
meto, Ov “EAAnves 'EoupvAnv héyovow éxi tH aadi Aabeiv 
"Aduuatovi. tov Ilooeis@vog dé eiow éneigyaouévor TO 
Bavtew xai ot Tuvidoewm maidec, Str Sy owtioees xal obror 
VEOV xa avs Elol vauTIAAoUEVOV. Ta 5é GAG Gvaxertar 
Todjvys dyodpa xal Oaddooys, xal immoc eixaouévoc xiYrer 
TH WETA TO OTEOVOV, "Iv te xa BehAegoovtyns xat 6 tog 
6 IIhyaoos. 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 35, 1. (Ed. Schubart.) 
Kal ’Aotéuidos éatxdnow 'I@ryeveiacs éotiv tegov, xal 
Iloocevsav yahxots tov étegov ndda eywv Ext dehqpivos. 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, X 36, 8. (Ed. Schubart.) 

“Hott dé otot ent tH Autéve Tooedave ov péya leQov, 
hoyaow axodounpévov hidorc xexoviatar S& th évts. TO 
dé dy ohyc dotov yadxov TETOLNMEVOV, Bebrxe d€ Ertl dehpive 
TO ETEOW TOV MODMY’ xaTH ToUTO dE EXEL xaL THY YElom Ext 
TO UNO, Ev SE TH ETEQG YELQL TElaIva EoTW arto. 


Dionysos 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, IX 30, 1. (Ed. Schubart.) 
nal "AndMov yalxots éotiv év ‘Eka xal ‘Eoutis pa- 

YOUEVOL MEL THS AVEas, xal Atovucos 6 LEV Avotsmmov, TO 5é 

ayodua avednxe Didras tov Atovicov to deddv, Eoyov tov 

Miiewvos Bias uddtota GEwv usta ye tov ‘Athywyot 

"Eoextéa. 

Lucian, Zeus Tragoedus, 12. (Ed. Harmon.) 

"Td00 adAw cho dvodutov xal tovto" yabne yey cyupo- 
TEQW éotdv xal téxvNg THs ocbTHs, Avotanov ExdTEQOV TO 
EQYOV, xal TO WEYLOTOV, Oporto ta E> yévos, dite on Atos 
matde, 6 Atévucos obtool xal ‘HoaxdAijs. adteQos otv atta@v 
mooxaviter; iovetxovot yao, Ws eds. 
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HE Ios 


Cassius Dio, XLVII 33, 4. (Trans. Cary.) 

Afterwards Cassius himself crossed over to their island, 
where he met with no resistance, possessing, as he did, their 
good-will because of the stay he had made there while 
pursuing his education; and though he did the people no 
harm, yet he appropriated their ships, money, and public 
and sacred treasures, with the exception of the chariot 
of the Sun. 


Eros 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 5,1. (Trans. Frazer.) 
On the summit of the Acro-Corinth there is a temple 
of Aphrodite. Her image represents the goddess armed, 
and there are images of the Sun, and of Love, the latter 
bearing a bow. 
Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, IX 27, 3 (Trans. Frazer.) 
Afterwards Lysippus made a bronze statue of Love for 
the Thespians: Praxiteles had previously made one of 
Pentelic marble. 


Karros 
Ausonius, Epigrammata, XXXIII. (Trans. Evelyn- 
White. ) 


“Whose work art thou?” ‘“Pheidias’s: his who made 
Pallas’ statue, who made Jove’s: his third masterpiece am I. 


' Iam a goddess seldom found and known to few, Oppor- 


tunity my name.” “Why stand’st thou on a wheel?” “I 


cannot stand still.” “Why wearest thou winged sandals?” 
“Tam ever flying. The gifts which Mercury scatters at 
random I bestow when I will.” “Thou coverest thy face 


with thy hair.” “I would not be recognized.” “But— 
what !—art thou bald at the back of thy head?” “That 
none may catch me as I flee.” “Who is she who bears thee 
company?” “Let her tell thee.” “Tell me, I beg, who 
thou art.” “I am a goddess to whom not even Cicero 
himself gave a name. I ama goddess who exacts penalties 
for what is done and what undone, to cause repentance. 
So I am called Metanoea.” ‘Do thou now tell me what 
does she along with thee?” “When I have flown away 
she remains: she is retained by those I have passed by. 
Thou also whilst thou keepest asking, whilst thou. tarriest 
with questioning wilt say that I have slipped away out of 
thy hands.” 
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HE LIos 


Cassius Dio, Historia Romana, XLVII 33, 4. (Ed. Cary.) 

Kal weta tovto xai avtos &¢ thy vijoov megaimteic 
GAho wév xaxdv ovdev arrtos ESQacEev (OTE YAO avtéOTY- 
ody ol, xal evoiav avtmy &x tis Siaterbijs Hv éxet xata 
madselav émenointo elye), tus 5 Sy vats xai Ta YoNUaTA 
xal ta Gola xal ta igod, aAnv tov Gouatos tod ‘HAtov, 
MAQEOMACATO. 


Eros 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 5, 1. (Ed. Schubart.) 

"Aveltovou 5& é¢ tov ’Axooxdgiviov vads got ’Aqgo- 
ditys’ aydhuata de atth te OmAtopévy xal “HAtos xat 
*Kows tywv t6Eov. 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, 1X 27, 3. (Ed. Schubart.) 

Ocomtetor 5& Votegov yahxotv cigpydaoato “Eowta Av- 
oimmos, xal ett medtEQov tovtov Il eaEitéAns Aidou tod 
Ilevtédno. 


Katros 


Ausonius, Epigrammata, XX XIII. (Ed. Evelyn-White.) 

Cuius opus? Phidiae: qui signum Pallados, eius 
quique Iovem fecit; tertia palma ego sum. 

sum dea quae rara et paucis Occasio nota. 
Quid rotulae insistis? Stare loco nequeo. 

Quid talaria habes? Volucris sum. Mercurius quae 
fortunare solet, trado ego, cum volui. 

Crine tegis faciem. Cognosci nolo. Sed heus tu 
occipiti calvo es? Ne tenear fugiens. 

Quae tibi iuncta comes? Dicat tibi. Dic rogo, quae sis. 
Sum dea, cui nomen nec Cicero ipse dedit. 

sum dea, quae factique et non facti exigo poenas, 
nempe ut paeniteat: sic Metanoea vocor. 

Tu modo dic, quid agat tecum. Quandoque volavi, 
haec manet: hanc retinent quos ego praeterii. 

tu quoque dum rogitas, dum percontando moraris, 
elapsam dices me tibi de manibus. 
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LYSIFPOs 


Kallistratos, Descriptiones, VI. 

I wish to describe to you the work of Lysippos, the 
fairest of statues, which the artist made and offered to the 
view of the Sikyonians. Kairos it was, modelled into an 
image out of bronze with art that rivalled nature. Kairos 
was a boy just becoming a man, blooming from head to 
foot with the flower of youth. He was fair to behold, 
shaking his fledgeling beard and leaving his hair loose for 
the breeze to wave wherever it wished; and his flesh was 
blooming, showing its bloom in the luster of his body. 
(2) For the most part he was like to Dionysos; his fore- 
head shone with loveliness and his cheeks, reddened into 
youthful bloom, were fair, casting a gentle glow upon his 
eyes; and he stood on tiptoe on a sort of sphere, and his 
feet were winged. His hair had not grown in the usual 
way; but the long hair, falling down over the eyebrows, 
waved its curl against the cheeks, while the back part of 
Kairos’s head was void of tresses, showing only the new- 
born sprouts of the hair. (3) We stood stricken with 
speechlessness at the spectacle, seeing the bronze contriving 
works of nature and departing from its own order; for 
though bronze it was reddened, and though naturally hard 
it was cast so as to appear soft, yielding to art as it should 
wish; and though lacking animate feeling it was believed 
to possess it indwelling, and really it was supported by its 
firmly set foot; and though standing still it showed that it 
had the possibility of starting off, and deceived one’s eye, 
conveying the impression that it possessed the power of 
motion forward and had received from the artist the ability 
to cut the air with its wings, if it should wish. (4) So 
great was our wonder; but one of those that are learned 
in matters of art and know how, with more artistic feeling, 
to trace out the marvels of the artists, acclaimed also the 
design of the statue, explaining how the power of Kairos 
was retained in the work of art: that the wings on the feet 
conveyed a hint of swiftness; and as causing the revolu- 
tions of ages he is represented as riding on the seasons; 
and as for the bloom of youth, that is because all that is 
timely is beautiful and Kairos is the only creator of beauty, 
while everything that is faded is outside the nature of 
Kairos; and as for the long hair in front, that is because 
he can easily be seized when he is coming on, but when he 
has passed the moment for action has gone with him and 
it is not possible to catch Kairos when he has been disre- 
garded. 
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34. Kallistratos, Descriptiones, VI. (Ed. Schenkl and Reisch. ) 
'Ehw 3¢ cor xai to Avolxnov SnpLovoynuc to Oyo 
TAQAOTH TAL, OnE O ay akc xdAMotov 6 dnjwovgydc Te- 
ZVNoduEvos Lixvoviots cig Déav noovtnxe. Kaugds tv tis 
ayahpa TETUTWMEVOS x qoknov TLQOS Ti @vow Gyuddopevng 
THs TéeXVNS. Tats d€ Tv 0 Katgdg Nbav ex nepahiys & &¢ n6d05 
excorvbanv TO THIS, H6ns avdoc. Hv dé THY pev owiv w@eatoc 
oelwv tovAov xa Cepvow TLVAOOELY, TQ0S 0 Bovhotto xata- 
Autov tiv xOuny dvetov, thy d& yYoedav elyev avinodv TH 
Aapstndove tod C@matos To avon dnav. (2) ay dé Atovicw 
xT TO mhetotov EMPEQTS' TO pev yao PETIT. {AIOLow 
toti6ev, ai magetal 5€ ato eis civos EQEVVOUE VOL VEO- 
THOLOV agaitovto Embddhovoa TOG Supaow aatahov EQU- 
Syuc, eloryxet dé Ext TIvOS opaigas Er’ Gxowv THv TAQoGy 
Be6rxdoc ENTEQWUEVOS TH ODE. eMepuret bé ow VEVOMLG[E- 
vos  DolE, GAN 1 uev xduy xata TOV dq~otwv t~PEeoTOVEa 
THIS MAQELAIC EMEOELE TOV Bdotouyov, TO. oe dmod_ev HV TOU 
Kaigot mhoxdpov éhevdega povnv Thy YEVEDEWS Bhdotny 
éupaivovea THs toLyZos. (3) Thyets LEV Ov cupacig otha 
yévtes 1905 tiv téav eloTrHelpev tov xahxov Ogavtes Egya 
Pvoews pHyavonevov xa tis oixelas exBaivovta TaBEws: 
Yahx0s vév yao Ov jovtatvero, oxhyods d€ Ov thy prow 
diexetto Wwodaxds etxov mH TéeXVY QOS 0 Bovdorto, omaviCwv 
d€ aiotioews Cotiniis é EVOLKOV Exel EMLOTOUTO ™Vv atodnow 
xa Svtms EOTHQLXTO qedlyLoy TOV TaQodv égetoas, Eotds dé 
Oguis eEovoiav EXEW edetxvuto xai Got Tov opdadpov ¥ HuaraL, 
@s xat tis Els TO TQGGW xugievoov (pogas, al Taga TOU dx 
woveyoo Aabav xa TH GEQUOY AnSw_téwvew et Bovhowto 
Taig wtéQvet. (4) xal tO pév hiv Java TOLOUTOV HY, els 
dE TI TMV MEQL TAS TéEyVas GOPHv xal EiddtHv ov aicdyoeL 
TEYVIXWTEOG TA TOV SHuLoVEYav aviyvevtev Dadwata xal ho- 
Ylonov ényde TH TEXVYUaTL, Thy TOV xaLeod Swamy ev TH 
tEXVy, O@MCouevyV EENyoUMEVOS’ TO LEV yaO ATEQWUa TMV 
TAQOWY aivitteodau TV o&vtnra, xal wg tov mokby avehit- 
TOV aidva PEQETOL Taig Agas EMOXOUMEVOS, why dé Exaviov- 
cov Heav, Ot nav eixagov tO deatov nal udvos xdAhous 
Snpovgyos 6 0 “OL QOS, tO 0€ aayvinxds 6 amav EEw THIS KOLQOU 
PVGEWS, THY SE KATA TOD LETHOV xdUNY, Ort TQOOLOVTOS ueV 
avtov Aabéotar Oddiov, mageAdovtos 5 TOV TOAyUATwWV 
axun ovvebéoyetar xal ovx Foti OAtywonvévta Aabetv tov 
XOLOOV. 
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LYSIPPOS 


Kedrenos, Historiarum Compendium, 322. 

(B) There was [in the Lauseum at Constantinople] the 
image of Lindian Athens, four cubits in height and made of 
smaragdus, a work of the sculptors Skyllis and Dipoinos, 
which Sesostris, ruler of Egypt, once sent as a gift to 
Kleoboulos, the Lindian ruler ; and the Knidian Aphrodite 
of white marble, nude and covering only the pudenda with 
her hand, a work of the Knidian Praxiteles; and the 
Samian Hera, a work of Lysippos and Boupalos the Chian ; 
and the winged Eros with the bow, coming from Myndos; 
(C) and the ivory Zeus of Pheidias, which Perikles dedi- 
cated in the temple at Olympia ; and the statue representing 
time, bald behind and long-haired in front, a work of 
Lysippos. 

Himerios, Eclogae, XIV 1. (Wernsdorf p. 240.) 

Lysippos was skilled not only in hand, but also in mind. 
What kind of projects did he venture on, through his 
cleverness? He enrolled Kairos among the gods and made 
a statue of him, expounding his nature through the image. 
The marvel is something like this, as I remember: he repre- 
sents a youth, extremely handsome in appearance, an 
ephebos, with long hair from the temples to the forehead, 
but bare from the forehead back; armed with a knife in 
his right hand, and holding a balance in his left; and 
winged on his ankles, not in order that he may move lightly 
through the air above the earth, but so that, though seem- 
ing to touch the ground, he may successfully conceal the 
fact that his weight does not rest on the earth. 


Phaedrus, Fabulae, V 8. 

The runner hovering upon a winged knife, with hair 
on his forehead but with the back part of his head bare— 
whom you may hold if you seize him, but once passed 
Jupiter himself could not catch—represents the brief 
period of opportunity in affairs. In order that slow delay 
might not hinder achievements, the ancients fashioned 
such an image of Time. 

Poseidippos: Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 275. 
(Trans. Paton.) 

A. Who and whence was the sculptor? B. From 
Sicyon. A. And his name? B. Lysippus. A. And who 
are thou? B. Time who subdueth all things. A. Why 
dost thou stand on tip-toe? B. I am ever running. A. 
And why hast thou a pair of wings on thy feet? B. I fly 
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Kedrenos, Historiarum Compendium, 322. (Ed. Bekker.) 

(B) “Iotato 8 xai tO dyohua tig Awidias “Adnvas 
Tetodanyy & hidov suaodydov, goyov LxvAdido¢ xai At- 
oivov TMV ayahuatoveyay, Greg mote S5Hoov Eneuwe LE- 
owoteis Aiytatov tiugavvos KicobovAw tO Atvdiw tvgawo. 
xal } Kvidia "Aqoodirn éx Aidov Aevzijs, yuuvy, wovyny thy 
aid@ ti xELol TEQuotEMAOVOO., EQYOV TOU Kvidiou TI oaEtte- 
hous. xat 1 Layia “Hoa, EQyov Avoinnov xat Boundhov 
TOU Xiov. xal “Egas TOE OV EYOv, ateowtds, Muvidtev 
agixduevog. (C) xai 6 Derdtov ehecpavewvos Zevs, Ov 
Ile guxdijs avédynxev els veov ’Ohuurtiov. xal to tov YOOVOV 
[LLovpevov cry ahyor, Eoyov Avoinnov, dmtotev uév qaha- 
x00v, EuTeo0oVEV SE ZOLOV. 


Himerios, Eclogae, XIV 1 (Wernsdorf p. 240). (Ed. 
Dibner.) 
Aewos dé iv doa ov yetQa Ldvov, ahha xal yvopnv 6 
Avoinxos. Oia yoov éxetvog did tig Exvtov yvouns TETOA- 
pnxev! Eyyoder toig PEots TOV Kaigov, “aL Logpacas 
ay Ghote THY vow avTOU Sia THIS eix6vos eEnynoato. “Kyet 
dE MSE MHS, WS Eue uvnuoveverv, TO SaldoAua. Ilotet waida 
TO E1605 a6 Q6v, THY ax Eqn bov, xouavra bev tO &% %Q0- 
TAPWV tic MéeTwaov, YULVvoV d€ TO Goov Exeidev éxl Ta VOTA 
peoiletar adngw Thy deErav comhvopévov, Cvyo Thy had 
EMEYOVTA, ATEQWTOV TA O~VEG, ovy (sg HET&QOLOV vmEQ YS 
ava xovpileotar, GhN Wa dox@v éxuiponderv tis yijs, Aavdavy 
XAENTOV TO LN “ATA Yrs Exeoeldeodat. 


Phaedrus, Fabulae, V 8. (Ed. Havet.) 
Cursor volucri pendens in novacula, 
Calvus comosa fronte, nudo occipitio 
(Quem si occuparis teneas ; elapsum semel 
Non ipse possit Iuppiter reprehendere), 
Occasionem rerum significat brevem; 
Effectus impediret ne segnis mora, 
Finxere antiqui talem effigiem Temporis. 
Poseidippos: Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 275. (Ed. 
Paton.) 
a. Tic xéd_ev 6 midotys; B. Lixvovios. a. Ovvoua Sy tis; 
6. Avoutmos. a. ZU dé tis; B. Kangos 6 6 xavdapnatwo. 
a. Tinte 8 én’ Gxoa Bébyxas; B. “Aci tooydw. a. Ti dé 
TaAQCOUS 
mooi eyes Sipueis; B. “Intaw’ tanvénuos. 
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with the wind. A. And why dost thou hold a razor in thy 
right hand? B. Asa sign to men that I am sharper than 
any sharp edge. A. And why does thy hair hang over thy 
face? B. For him who meets me to take me by the fore- 
lock. A. And why, in Heaven’s name, is the back of thy 
head bald? B. Because none whom I have once raced by 
on my winged feet will now, though he wishes it sore, 
take hold of me from behind. A. Why did the artist 
fashion thee? B. For your sake, stranger, and he set me 
up in the porch as a lesson. 

Tzetzes, Chiliades, X 266-272. 

The Macedonian Alexander, the great king, grieved 
when he had once neglected the favorable time in his affairs. 
Then Lysippos the sculptor perfected an image of time 
and sculptured it with his clever sagacity; he represented 
him as deaf, bald on the back of the head, standing with 
winged feet on a sphere, and presenting a knife to any one 
attempting to seize him from behind; in this way advis- 
ing every one not to disregard time. 

(The statue is mentioned also in X 280.) 


HERAKLES AT TARENTUM 


Niketas Choniates, De Signis Constantinopolitanis, 5. 
(Trans. Jones.) 

The great Herakles then begotten of three nights lies 
mighty and mightily fallen, he who was seated on a basket, 
whereon was strewn the lion’s skin. There he sat with 
no quiver hung about him, with no bow in his hand and no 
club to defend him, but extending his right leg and right 
arm as far as he could, and with his left leg bent at the 
knee. His left arm was supported at the elbow and the 
forearm raised, and on the palm of the left hand he was 
resting his head gently, full of despondency. His breast 
and shoulders were broad, his hair thick, his buttocks fat, 
and his arms brawny, and his height was such as Lysima- 
chos might have supposed the original Herakles to 
reach, when he fashioned of bronze this, the choicest jewel 
of his art, first and last, of such colossal bulk that the 
string which enclosed its thumb might serve as a man’s 
girdle and the shin of its leg was tall as a man. 


Niketas Choniates, De Alexio Isaaci Angeli Fratre, III 
335 C-D. 
[The Empress Euphrosyne] decided to scourge on the 
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Xergi dé deEitegh TL MEQELS Evodv; 6. "Avdodou detyua, 
WS axis TANS OF UtEQOS tEAE 

‘'H d€ xouy, th xat’ dy; B. ‘Yaavridoavtt habéodar. 
Nv Aia, ta€omd_ev 8 eis ti pakaxod meéAeL; 

Tov yao cova ITYHVOLGL nagat oes avtd us osoiv 
ovtis é0° ipetgov doaEetar E€dmibev. 

Toivey’ 6 texvitms oc dtémiacev; B. Etvexev tuéov, 
Ecive: xai év xootvoois Dijxe didacxahinv. 


Pre pg 


g 


Tzetzes, Chiliades, X 266-272. (Ed. Kiessling. ) 

‘O Maxedav 'AléEavdg0s, 6 Bacthets 0 Méeyas, 
*Hoyahie 7.Qovov EXOOAUMY MOTE TMV TOOONZOVTWV. 

Tote teA@v 5’ 6 Avoinmos avdotavtoeoyarys 

Tov yoovov ryahkuataoe ‘coq Th Stovotcr, 

Kagov, dmotopakaxoov, mteodm0uv emi ocpaioas, 

Il e0¢g tO xatomtv wdyaigay tivi diWOvTa aAdoas, 

Ilavtacg évtettev vovtet@v, yoovov un mMoaToEzELV. 


HERAKLES AT TARENTUM 


Niketas Choniates, De Signis Constantinopolitanis, 5. (Ed. 
Bekker. ) 

Katygetato toivuy ‘Hoaxhijs 6 toveomegos utyas pe- 
yahwott xogivw évidouuevos, tis Acovtijs tmeotewuévys 
dvotev. excdnto dé wh yogutdv EEnuuevoc, i} tOEOV Talv 
YEQOLV PEW, by TO gdstahov TQ06aAAOUEVOS, aiha Ti WEV 
deELav Baow éxtetvov Goze Qo aul TV autiy xELoa gis daov 
eEty, tov d€ EVWVULOY OSA ZXALLTTOV eis TO yovu_ xO Thy 
hava yeloa éx’ cyx@vos égetdwv, elta tO Aotmov Tis YELOOS 
avatetvov, xal tT Thatet tavtys aduuiac mTANONS zosturto- 
xhivov noéua TH xepahiyy... TV be TO OTEQVOV Evovs, TOUS 
cous mhatis, tiv tolxa. otihos, Tas muyas mliwv, Poiaods 
tovs Boayiovas, xal sig tTOoov mo0éywv Uéyetdos Els Goov, 
olla, xal Tov Goyxétumov ‘HoaxAjy etxacev Gv avadeauetv 
6 Avoipayos 0 TEWTOV Gua xal Votatov Tov EauTO ZELQ@V 
TavaQuotov puotexvnua toutovl xahnovgy ious, xa UTM 
[ey LotOV Qs THv TEQleAovoay TOV cevtow avtixega pngtdov 
eis dvb getov Cwotijoa éxtetveodar xal thy xvnunv Tov 20506 
Eig avdoounrzes. 

Niketas Choniates, De Alexio Isaaci Angeli Fratre, III 
335 C-D. (Ed. Bekker.) 
Kai tov xaddivixov “Hoaxhijv tov Avowdyou ~oywv 10 
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back, with many whips, the glorious Herakles, the most 
beautiful of Lysimachos’s works; the work in which the 
lion-skin is spread over a basket, and the hero rests his 
head on his hand and grieves over his own misfortunes. 
Alas, Herakles, for the absurdity ; and alas for the outrage 
against you, mighty and great-hearted hero! What Eurys- 
theus ever proposed for you such a trial? Or what Om- 
phale, worn-out prey of passions and vilely artful wench, 
treated you so arrogantly as this? 

Plutarch, Fabius Maximus, 22, 6. (Trans. Perrin.) 

However, he [Fabius Maximus] removed the colossal 
statue of Herakles from Tarentum, and set it up on the 
Capitol, and near it an equestrian statue of himself, in 
bronze. 

Suidas, Lexicon, v. Baothixn. 

There [in the Basilica in Constantinople] a statue of 
Herakles was worshipped. It was transferred to the Hip- 
podrome. It came to Constantinople from Rome in the 
consulship of Julian; it was conveyed by ship and wagon, 
along with ten marbles. (This is repeated almost verbatim 
in ILagaotdoeis otwtouor yoovixai, 37.) 

Constantine Manasses, Ecphrasis I, lines 21-32. 

Many are the works in painting and sculpture from 
which Pheidiases, Praxiteleses, Lysippoi and Parrhasioi 
are famous even until now. Hence was wrought the cow 
of Myron, absolutely alive, so as to deceive even the young 
calf and entice the bellowing bull into love ; hence Herakles 
the son of Zeus was wrought in bronze, noble and great 
and a hero and mighty, seated on a woven basket, with 
the right hand . . . supporting the head bent in despond- 
ency; one would say that he was lamenting his own mis- 
fortunes ; so living is the work in bronze, so truly alive the 
image. 


HERAKLES AT SIKYON 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 9, 8. (Trans. Frazer.) 
Here is a bronze Hercules, made by Lysippus, the 
Sicyonian. 
HERAKLES EPITRAPEZIOS 


Martial, Epigrammata, IX 43. (Trans. Ker.) 

He who seated makes softer the hard stones by a 
stretched lion’s skin, a huge god in small shape of bronze, 
and who, with face upturned, regards the stars he shoul- 
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xdAMotov ovta, xetgl Bakovta Thy epakiy Tis Aeovtiis 
bneotoMpévys xopivo xal tas idias twyas ohopugeuevoy, 
mohAaic xata votov Eavat dtevoetto. "Ha dxhets TOU atom 
Watos, xal Taal TOV éxl col toAUMpEVWV, ows GAxtve xal 
weyoAdduue. tics cor Kvovotets tovottov xa@note moovt HEV 
deDiov; 7 tis "Ougdan, éxitomma to@twv xai xaxdtexvov 
yivatov, oUtw oo UnEQnpPavWs MQOGEVIVEXTAL; 


Plutarch, Fabius Maximus, 22, 6. (Ed. Perrin.) 

Ov uj GAha tov xoAocodv tod ‘Hoaxiéovs ustaxout- 
oas éx Tagavtog gotnoev év Kanitwhio, xai mAnotov eiur- 
TOV ELxOVa YOAXHV EaUTOV. 


Suidas, Lexicon, v. Baotttxy. (Ed. Bekker.) 

“Evia xai “Hoaxdrjs thatoevtn, modkac Buotas deEaue- 
voc, Os Ev TH imnodooutw petetedy. éxi Se 'lovAravov txat- 
x00 ad Pons HAdev cis 10 BuCavtiov, xal cionydn év 
aryvy xal vy xai otha déxa. 


43a. Constantine Manasses, Ecphrasis I, lines 21-32. (Ed. 


45. 


Sternbach, in Jh. Oest. Arch. I., V, 1902, Beiblatt, col. 75.) 
Tl osha wéev Zoya xal Soy eagias xail mhaotixijs, € Ov 
Perdiar xai Il pakttédets xa Avownzo aL Tlaggrjatot pexou 
xa viv meoudAntou évteviev i Mugwvos Bots dvtixous 
EMIVOUS dednuoveyntat, dos xa LOOYOV CataAOV aratroot 
xaL TAvQOV UvxnThv eis EQwWTa epehuvoaodar évteviev 
“Heaxhijc 6 Atog Eoq~puendatytat xaddsg xal péyas xal ows 
xal Poragds wAext@ pev xodddw éxixadjuevos, tH deEta...... 
d€ Thy xe~adyny iravéyov td Baovdvuias dxAdCovoav 
ELMO Tl¢ AVTOV Tas EaUTOU TKyas ddVEECTAL oTWS EUYWu- 
Yov TO yahxovoynua, ottws avtoyonua Eutvovv tO Gyahua. 
HERAKLES AT SIKYON 
Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, II 9, 8. (Ed. Schubart.) 
"Evtavda “Hoaxdijg yadxots totii Avoitmos éxoinoev 
LixvaOveoc. 
HERAKLES EPITRAPEZIOS 
Martial, Epigrammata, IX 43. (Ed. Ker.) 
Hic qui dura sedens porrecto saxa leone 


mitigat, exiguo magnus in aere deus, 
quaeque tulit spectat resupino sidera vultu, 
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dered, whose left hand is aglow with strength, his right 
with wine—no recent work of fame is he, nor the glory of 
Roman chisel: Lysippus’ noble gift and handiwork you 
see. This deity the board of Pella’s tyrant displayed, he 
who lies in a world he swiftly subdued ; by him Hannibal, 
then a boy, swore at Libyan altars; he bade fierce Sulla 
resign his power. Vexed by the boastful threats of fickle 
courts, he is glad now to dwell beneath a private roof; 
and, as he was of old the guest of gentle Molorchus, so 
has he now chosen to be the god of learned Vindex. 


Martial, Epigrammata, [IX 44. (Trans. Ker.) 

I asked Vindex lately whose art and happy toil fash- 
ioned Alcides. He laughed, for this is his way—and 
slightly nodding, said: “Don’t you, a poet, know your 
Greek? The base has an inscription and shows the name.” 
I read “of Lysippos”: I thought it was of Phidias! 


Statius, Silvae, IV, 6. (Trans. Slater.) 

One day as I was idly loitering at sundown in the 
broad Enclosure, a truant from my task, for the fit was 
not upon me, I was borne off to feast with generous Vin- 
dex; and still in my inmost heart lives unforgotten the 
memory of that night. It was not idle cheer that regaled 
us, dainties fetched from divers climes and vintages old 
as the Public Charter Chest. 

Wretched indeed are they whose delight is to tell the 
flavour of the pheasant from the crane of Thrace; what 
goose has the richest vitals; why the Umbrian boar has 
less breed about him than the boar of Tuscany; and on 
what shore the succulent oyster finds his softest bed. The 
feast of reason was ours and talk from the heart of 
Helicon, with merry jests, that lured us to sit out the mid- 
winter night and banish gentle sleep from our eyes, until 
Castor’s brother-twin peeped out from his Elysian home 
and Dawn mocked the feast of yesternight. Ah, honest 
night ; and would that then as once in Tiryns two moons 
had been joined in one! A night to be marked with sea- 
pearls from Erythraean deeps; a night to treasure long 
and the spirit of it to live for evermore! There it was 
and then that I learnt so well those thousand shapes of 
classic ivory and bronze, and waxen forms so shrewdly 
counterfeited they seemed upon the brink of speech. For 
where will you find the peer of Vindex to discern in 
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cuius laeva calet robore, dextra mero, 
non est fama recens nec nostri gloria caeli ; 
nobile Lysippi munus opusque vides. 
hoc habuit numen Pellaei mensa tyranni, 
qui cito perdomito victor in orbe iacet ; 
hunc puer ad Libycas iuraverat Hannibal aras ; 
iusserat hic Sullam ponere regna trucem. 
offensus variae tumidis terroribus aulae 
privatos gaudet nunc habitare lares, 
utque fuit quondam placidi conviva Molorchi, 
sic voluit docti Vindicis esse deus. 


46. Martial, Epigrammata, IX 44. (Ed. Ker.) 
Alcides modo Vindicem rogabam 
esset cuius opus laborque felix. 
risit, nam solet hoc, levique nutu 
“Graece numquid” ait “poeta nescis? 
inscripta est basis indicatque nomen.” 
Avoisnov lego, Phidiae putavi. 

47. Statius, Silvae, IV, 6. (Ed. Klotz.) 
Forte remittentem curas Phoeboque levatum 
pectora, cum patulis tererem vagus otia Saeptis 
iam moriente die, rapuit me cena benigni 
Vindicis. haec imos animi perlapsa recessus 
inconsumpta manet. neque enim ludibria ventris 5 
hausimus aut epulas diverso a sole petitas 
vinaque perpetuis aevo certantia fastis. 
a miseri! quos nosse uvat, quid Phasidis ales 
distet ab hiberna Rhodopes grue, quis magis anser 
exta ferat, cur Tuscus aper generosior Umbro, 10 
lubrica qua recubent conchylia mollius alga: 
nobis verus amor medioque Helicone petitus 
sermo hilaresque ioci brumalem absumere noctem 
suaserunt mollemque oculis expellere somnum, 
donec ab Elysiis prospexit sedibus alter 15 
Castor et hesternas risit Tithonia mensas. 
o bona nox iunctaque utinam Tirynthia luna! 
nox et Erythraeis Thetidis signanda lapillis 
et memoranda diu geniumque habitura perennem! 
mille ibi tunc species aerisque eborisque vetusti 20 
atque locuturas mentito corpore ceras 
edidici. quis namque oculis certaverit usquam 
Vindicis, artificum veteres agnoscere ductus 
et non inscriptis auctorem reddere signis? 
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classic work a master’s hand, or to name the artist of an 
unsigned piece? Vindex alone can say which bronzes 
were fashioned with sleepless care by cunning Myro: 
which marble was conjured into life by the chisel of in- 
dustrious Praxiteles; what ivory carving took the last 
touches from the man of Pisa’s finger; what breathing 
bronze was cast by Polycletus; what line reveals even at 
a distance the hand of bygone Apelles? Whenever he lays 
down the lute, it is thus that Vindex makes holiday ; this 
is the passion that lures him from the grottos of the Muses. 
Amid his treasures, guardian and god of his temperate 
board, was a Hercules that with deep delight took my 
heart captive, and with long gazing I could not satisfy my 
sight, such a majesty was in the work, such a power was 
framed within those narrow confines: the god, the god was 
there! Aye, he vouchsafed himself, Lysippus, to thine 
eyes, a dwarf to the eye, a giant to the mind. And though 
that wondrous stature be confined within a foot’s space, 
yet look the figure up and down and you will be fain to 
cry: “That is the breast that crushed the ravager of Nemea; 
those the arms that swung the fatal club and snapped the 
Argo’s oars!’ It is not bulk: tiny is the form that has this 
wizard power! What subtlety, what skill was in the 
cunning master’s hand, that had the power as well to con- 
ceive in his mind a colossal statue as to fashion an orna- 
ment for the table. Never could the Telchines in the caves 
of Ida have devised in tiny bronze so dainty a counter- 
feit—no nor brawny Brontes, nor he of Lemnos, who 
makes radiant the gleaming armour of the gods. Nor is 
his presentment repulsive and unsuited to the easy moods 
of feasting. That is the Hercules at whom the house of 
frugal Molorchus marvelled; that the Tegean priestess 
beheld in Alea’s groves ; that rose from the cinders on Oeta 
to the sky, and sipped his nectar with joy while Juno still 
frowned. The very air of heartfelt jollity invites to the 
feast. One hand holds his brother’s languorous cup, the 
other still grips the club. And see, a rugged seat upbears 
him, a rock with the Nemean lion’s skin for covering. 
Inspired is the work, and worthy has been its lot. 
Once the lord of Pella possessed it to be the worshipful 
deity of his joyous board, and bore it, his companion, East 
and West. In the hand that but now had crowned and un- 
crowned kings and overthrown great cities, blithely would 
he clasp it. From this Hercules he would seek courage 
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haec tibi quae docto multum vigilata Myroni 
aera, laboriferi vivant quae marmora caelo 
Praxitelis, quod ebur Pisaeo pollice rasum, 
quid Polycliteis iussum spirare caminis, 

linea quae veterem longe fateatur Apellen, 
monstrabit : namque haec, quotiens chelyn exuit, illi 
desidia est, hic Aoniis amor avocat antris. 

haec inter castae genius tutelaque mensae 
Amphitryoniades multo mea cepit amore 
pectora nec longo satiavit lumina visu: 

tantus honos operi finesque inclusa per artos 
maiestas! deus ille, deus! seseque videndum 
indulsit, Lysippe, tibi parvusque videri 
sentirique ingens! et cum mirabilis intra 

stet mensura pedem, tamen exclamare libebit, 

si visus per membra feres: ‘hoc pectore pressus 
vastator Nemees, haec exitiale ferebant 

robur et Argoos frangebant brachia remos.’ 

ac spatium! tam magna brevi mendacia formae! 
quis modus in dextra, quanta experientia docti 
artificis curis, pariter gestamina mensae 

fingere et ingentes animo versare colossos! 

tale nec Idaeis quicquam Telchines in antris 

nec stolidus Brontes nec, qui polit arma deorum, 
Lemnius exigua potuisset ludere massa. 

nec torva effigies epulisque aliena remissis, 

sed qualem parci domus admirata Molorchi 

aut Aleae lucis vidit Tegeaea sacerdos ; 

qualis et Oetaeis emissus in astra favillis 

nectar adhuc torva laetus Iunone bibebat : 

sic mitis vultus, veluti de pectore gaudens, 
hortatur mensas. tenet haec marcentia fratris 
pocula, at haec clavae meminit manus; aspera sedis 
sustinet et cultum Nemeaeo tegmine saxum. 
digna operi fortuna sacro. Pellaeus habebat 
regnator laetis numen venerabile mensis 

et comitem occasus secum portabat et ortus, 
praestabatque libens modo qua diademata dextra 
abstulerat dederatque et magnas verterat urbes. 
semper ab hoc animos in crastina bella petebat, 
huic acies semper victor narrabat opimas, 

sive catenatos Bromio detraxerat Indos 

seu clusam magna Babylona refregerat hasta 
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for the morrow’s fray: to Hercules he would tell, a con- 
queror ever, his gorgeous victories, whether he had won 
from Bromius the credit of putting the Indians in chains, 
or with strong spear burst the gates of Babylon, or over- 
whelmed in battle Pelasgian liberty and the land of Pelops. 
Of all the long array of his triumphs men say he sought 
excuse only for one—the overthrow of Thebes. And 
when Fate snapped the thread of achievement and the 
king drank the deadly wine, heavy as he was with the dark 
shades of death, he was afraid at the changed countenance 
of the god he loved and the bronze that at that last feast 
broke into sweat. 

Thereafter the priceless treasure fell to the Nasamo- 
nian king; aye, and Hannibal of the dread right hand, in 
the pride of his faithless sword poured libations to the God 
of Valour, who, for all that, hated a master drenched with 
Italian blood and menacing with fell fires the towers of 
Romulus; yes, hated him even when he vowed Him ban- 
quets and the bounty of Lenaeus, and sighed to follow in 
his accursed camp ; but most when with sacrilegious flames 
he destroyed His own fanes, defiling hearth and shrine 
of innocent Saguntus and kindling in her people a noble 
frenzy. 

Then after the passing of the Phoenician leader the 
princely bronze fell into no common hands. Now the 
trophy adorned the feasts of Sulla, accustomed as it was 
to enter into the homes of the great, and happy in the 
pedigree of its masters. 

To-day,—if gods deign to read the hearts and souls of 
men,—though neither court nor kingly purple surround 
thee, yet white and stainless, lord of Tiryns, is thy master’s 
soul. An old-world loyalty is his, a heart true for all time 
to friendship once vowed. Vestinus is my witness, who 
even in the heyday of youth yet vied with his great fore- 
fathers. It is his spirit that Vindex breathes night and 
day, and lives ever in the arms of that noble shade. Here 
then, Alcides, bravest of all gods, is welcome repose for 
thee. Not on war and proud battle thou gazest but upon 
lyre and fillet and song-loving bays. Vindex in ceremonial 
lays shall tell in what strength thou didst strike terror into 
the halls of Ilium and of Thrace, into snowy Stymphalos 
and the rainy hills of Erymanthus: what manner of foe- 
man thou wast to the owner of the Spanish herds and to 
the Egyptian potentate of the altar merciless; he shall tell 
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seu Pelopis terras libertatemque Pelasgam 
obruerat bello; magnoque ex agmine laudum 
fertur Thebanos tantum excusasse triumphos. 
ille etiam, magnos Fatis rumpentibus actus, 
cum traheret letale merum, iam mortis opaca 
nube gravis vultus alios in numine caro 
aeraque supremis timuit sudantia mensis. 

mox Nasamoniaco decus admirabile regi 
possessum ; fortique deo libavit honores 
semper atrox dextra periuroque ense superbus 
Hannibal. Italicae perfusum sanguine gentis 
diraque Romuleis portantem incendia tectis 
oderat, et cum epulas, et cum Lenaea dicaret 
dona, deus castris maerens comes ire nefandis, 
praecipue cum sacrilega face miscuit arces 
ipsius immeritaeque domos ac templa Sagunti 
polluit et populis furias immisit honestas. 

nec post Sidonii letum ducis aere potita 
egregio plebeia domus. convivia Syllae 

ornabat semper claros intrare penates 
adsuetum et felix dominorum stemmate signum. 
nunc quoque, si mores humanaque pectora curae 
nosse deis; non aula quidem, Tirynthie nec te 
regius ambit honos, sed casta ignaraque culpae 
mens domini, cui prisca fides coeptaeque perenne 
foedus amicitiae. scit adhuc florente sub aevo 
par magnis Vestinus avis, quem nocte dieque 
spirat et in carae vivit complexibus umbrae. 
hic igitur tibi laeta quies, fortissime divum, 
Alcide, nec bella vides pugnasque feroces, 

sed chelyn et vittas et amantes carmina laurus. 
hic tibi solemni memorabit carmine, quantus 
Iliacas Geticasque domos quantusque nivalem 
Stymphalon quantusque iugis Erymanthon aquosis 
terrueris, quem te pecoris possessor Hiberi, 
quem tulerit saevae Mareoticus arbiter arae. 
hic penetrata tibi spoliataque limina mortis 
concinet et flentes Libyae Scythiaeque puellas. 
nec te regnator Macetum nec barbarus unquam 
Hannibal aut saevi posset vox horrida Syllae 
his celebrare modis. certe tu, muneris auctor, 
non aliis malles oculis, Lysippe, probari. 
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how thou didst pierce and plunder the halls of Death, and 
leave the daughters of Libya and of Scythia in tears. 
Neither the Emperor of Macedon nor savage Hannibal 
nor the rude voice of savage Sulla could ever have hymned 
thee in such strains. Thou, assuredly, Lysippus, who 
didst devise the masterpiece, wouldst not have chosen to 
find favour in other eyes than his. 


Tue LApors OF HERAKLES, IN ALYZIA 


Strabo, Geographica, X 459. (Trans. Falconer.) 

Next to Leucas followed Palaerus and Alyzia, cities of 
Acarnania, of which Alyzia is distant from the sea fifteen 
stadia. Opposite to it is a harbor sacred to Hercules, and 
a grove from whence a Roman governor transported to 
Rome “the labors of Hercules,” the workmanship of Ly- 
sippus, which was lying in an unsuitable place, being a 
deserted spot. 

Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 96. (Trans. Paton.) 

What first and what next shall my mind marvel at, 
what lastly shall my eyes admire in the portraiture of the 
man and hind? He, mounting on the beast’s loins, rests 
all the weight of his knee on her, grasping with his hands 
her beautifully branched antlers, while she, panting hard 
with open jaws and forced breath, tells of her heart’s 
anguish by her tongue. Rejoice, Heracles; the whole hind 
now glitters, not her horns alone golden, but fashioned all 
of gold by Art. 


HERAKLES, Wi1THOUT WEAPONS 


Geminus: Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 103. (Trans. 
Paton. ) 

Heracles, where is thy great club, where thy Nemean 
cloak and thy quiver full of arrows, where is thy stern 
glower? Why did Lysippus mould thee thus with dejected 
visage and alloy the bronze with pain? Thou art in dis- 
tress, stripped of thy arms. Who was it that laid thee 
low? Winged Love, of a truth one of thy heavy labours. 
Philip: Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 104. (Trans. 
Paton. ) 

So Hera, then, wished for this to crown all his labors, 
the sight of doughty Heracles stripped of his arms! 
Where is the lion-skin cloak, where the quiver of loud- 
whizzing arrows on his shoulder and the heavy-footed 
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Tue Lazors OF HERAKLES, IN ALYZIA 


Strabo, Geographica, X 459. (Ed. Meineke.) 
"Amd 8& Aevuddos EEt5 IIdAatgos xai ’Advoia tijs 


"Axaovavias siol mddeic, Ov H 'AdvCia mevtexatdexa ato 


Dahdrrns diéxer otadious, xatl fv eot Aur ‘Hoaxhéous 


iegos “OL TEMEVOS, && ov tots ‘Hgaxhéous aivous, eoya Av- 
cinnov, petyveyxev eis ‘Paunv tov NYELOVOV Tis, TA0G 
Tomov xElévousg Sid THY EONLLaV. 


Anth, Pal. XVI (Plan, App. IV), 96. (Ed. Paton.) 
Tt moatov, ti 8’ emetta pgeoty, tl 5& Aoiodiov boc0Is 
Jovpdooua TeEXVNIS avégog 75 éhagov ; 

Ov 6 pév iEvi Iynods éexeubeb6aws yovu Bolder, 
evatogvwv mohduag dSoaEduevog xeQawv 

8 tx0 ydouatt moAAd xal Goduat. puovdwoa 
yAmoon onuatver DAv6ouévynv xoadiy. 
“Hoaxes, yr Snoov, Glyn xeuds Gotr tédniev 
ov xéQacv LOvvoIs, GAd téyvy YOVOEN. 


HERAKLES, WITHOUT WEAPONS 


Geminus: Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 103. (Ed. 
Paton. ) 
“HoaxAges, tov oor atd900s uéyas, 7 ve Néuetos 
yAatva, xal 1 tOE@v Eumheos ioddxn; 
ov cobagov Boiunue.; tio Exhacev Ode xatyHpH 
Avoinnos, yahkn@ 7’ eynorré urs’ oduvyy; 
ai Sy yuuvodels drwy of0° tic 5é o EnEQoEv; 
6 mtEQdeis, dvtMs tis Baods Gos, “Eows. 
Philip: Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 104. (Ed. 
Paton. ) 
“Hoy tovt’ dga howndv e6ovleto xaow én’ didhoic, 
émhwv yuuvov idsiv TOV Joaovv ‘Hoaxhéa. 
700 zhatverua, héovtos, 6 t’ eveoitytos éx’ duots 
ids, xal Bagisoug Cos 6 Dyookétys; 
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branch, the slayer of beasts? Love has stripped thee of 
all, and it is not strange that, having made Zeus a swan, he 
deprived Heracles of his weapons. 


THE FARNESE HERAKLES 


Libanios, Ecphraseis, XV. 

It was not possible for Herakles, when he had ceased 
his work, to stand without praise, nor to cease to be an 
object of wonder when he ceased from his labors, but to 
remain represented in sculpture, for those who saw, both 
toiling and after toil. 2. Thus represented, then, the artist 
set him in a conspicuous place. For Herakles was set up 
not as Nemea saw him when he was braving danger, but 
as Argos received him after the slaying of the lion. 3. He 
was set up, then, bearing tokens of his feats, but having 
passed the critical point of his trials. In the first place his 
head is bent toward the ground and is looking, I think, to 
see if he can slay something else. Then the neck is bent 
along with the head. 4. And all his body is bare of cover- 
ing, for Herakles, with his attention fixed on valor, could 
not concern himself about modesty. Of the arms the 
right is tensed and bent behind his back, while the left is 
relaxed and extends toward the ground. 5. The club, set 
on the ground and enjoying the same ease as its master, 
supports him under the armpit; the club supports him 
again while he rests, as it saved him in fighting. In my 
judgment the artist determined the position of the club 
well. For in his labors Herakles uses his right hand for 
it, but his left while he rests in time of ease. He has 
given him an idle hand also. The lion-skin is set on the 
club ; it covers both the lion and that by which the lion was 
destroyed. 6. Of the feet the right is starting into motion, 
while the left is placed under the body and set firmly on 
the basis, and permits the spectators to learn what kind of 
man Herakles was even when resting from his labors. 


ALEXANDER 


Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 120. (Trans. Paton.) 

Lysippus modelled Alexander’s daring and his whole 
form. How great is the power of this bronze! The 
brazen king seems to be gazing at Zeus and about to say, 
“T set Earth under my feet; thyself, Zeus, possess 
Olympus.” 
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navta o’ “Hows axédvce: xal ot Eévov, ci Ata xixvov 
ownoas, Srhwv voopicat’ ‘Hoaxiéa. 


THE FARNESE HERAKLES 


5la. Libanios, Ecphraseis, XV. (Ed. Foerster.) 

Owm i doa tov ‘Hoaxiéa mexavpévov tav Zoyav éxat- 
vou xaTaothva, ywois ovde AnEat tov Poratos, Ws tHv 
athov énavoato, pévetv d€ tots de@o. xal xovotvta xal 
HETH WOVOy hattoOuEevov. 2. olov yowv 6 Syuovoydc eis 
MEQUPAVT, YMOOV avéotyoev. dvoxertar yao ‘HoaxArs oy, 
olov eldev 7] i N EME. TeoxivduvEevovta, Ad’ olov "AQyos ané- 
habev én’ GvaugeoeL TOU héovtos. 3. avéotyxe youv (PEQWV 
pev TOV dywviondtov yvogiouata, Anas dé Opus THs 
dyovov axpijs. Te@tov pev vag adr n xepahy VEVEL QOS 
ynv xai doxet pou oxonetv el TL urelveley etegov. énetta 
dElon ovvasovevEeL oH nepal. 4. xal dav 10 o@pa yULVOV 
XQOKOAYUWATOS, ob yao hv ‘Hoaxhet wéheww aidovcs oxOLOU- 
pevep TQOS GOETIV. tov d€ oy XELQOV i bev de Era TETATOL 
xa OVYXEXOMATAL KATO eis V@tov, agettar dé H Aad 
nal teiver medg yiv. 5. AVEXEL dé avtov bm pads TO 106- 
mtaov evdQuLEevov eis iv xal ty adry) ogotavy xonodue- 
vov. xa tO OdrcatLov GVEYEL TOVOUEVOV IAL, GS pay dpevov 
towlev. eb Sé wor Soxei 6 Snproveyos Siyonnévau TOU QO- 
nmdhov THY ade. dE pév vag XQNta Tovov, harm dé 
TOYO WE VOS év Novylas xae@. xal yelga dédanev dicgaxtov. 
H dé 5H heovtyy tT gomdhep rgooldovta xal xadtarter tov te 
héovta oth ov ob dieptagran. 6. toiv 5€ 5) nodotv 6 pév 
deELc Que ITOOS Oguiy, 6 8 hands taobébyxe xai tH Bd- 
tow TQOOHQELOTAUL aul Tageyer tois do@ot pateiv oloc ‘Hoa- 
xANS xal WOvWV mMaAVdUEVOS. 


ALEXANDER 


52. Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. TN) e2O Ne rd: Paton. ) 
Toduav 'AleEdvdQov xal Olav anenabato poepayv 
Avoinnos: tiv’ 6di Xodndg EXEL Siva ; 
avdsacovvt ’ Zoixev 6 xdAneos & éc Ata hevoowv: 
«Pav tn’ Epoi tidepaur Zed, ob 8’ ~Oduunov ézye.» 
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Anth. Pal, XVI (Plan. App. IV), 121. (Trans. Paton.) 
Imagine that thou seest Alexander himself ; so flash his 

very eyes in the bronze, so lives his dauntless mien. He 

alone subjected to the throne of Pella all the earth which 

the rays of Zeus look on from heaven. 

Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 122. (Trans. Paton.) 

Here seest thou newly-born Alexander, the son of great- 
hearted Philip, him the bold-spirited to whom Olympias 
of old gave birth, to whom from his cradle Ares taught 
the labours of war and whom Fortune called to the throne. 
Apuleius, Florida, VII. (Bohn translation.) 

Now this is a most signal fact respecting Alexander, 
that in order to have his image descend the more authenti- 
cally to posterity, he would not allow it to be vulgarised 
by many artists, but commanded throughout all his empire, 
that no one should presumptuously make the king’s like- 
ness in brass, or in painting, or with the graver; but that 
Polycletus alone should mould it in brass, Apelles alone 
delineate it in colours, Pyrgoteles alone should elaborate 
it with the graver. Besides these three artists, far the most 
eminent in their several kinds, if any other was found to 
have put his hands to the king’s most sacred image, he 
should be punished just as one who had committed sacri- 
lege. The consequence of that fear imposed on all was, 
that Alexander was presented with singular excellence in 
all his likenesses; so that in all statues, pictures, and 
engraved gems, he appears with the same vigorous aspect 
of a most intrepid warrior, the same genius of a mighty 
hero, the same beauty and freshness of youth, the same 
noble expansion of forehead. 

Choricius; Madrid Codex fol. 174 v; Jb. Arch. I., IX, 
1894, p. 168. 

If Lysippos had portrayed Alexander as like Lysippos 
in stature, do you think that the image would have pleased 
the Macedonian, who thought himself superior to all men 
in everything? 

Choricius; Madrid Codex fol. 164 v; Jb. Arch. I., IX, 
1894, p. 173. 

Alexander, the son of Philip—for he was the son of 
Philip, even though he wished to be thought the son of 
Zeus—was portrayed by many sculptors and many 
painters. The works of all except Lysippos he praised but 
little, whether the material was color or bronze, because 
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Anthea Pal X<Viv(Plany App) TV )) 121.’ (Ed. Paton.) 
Avtov ’AhéEavdQov TEXMALQEO" @de ta xElvov 
OuyLota, nat Cwov Dagoos 0 yadxos exer 
Os udvoc, Hv Epogdotv an’ aidégog at Ards abyai, 
nacav Iledhkaiwm yijv taétate Bodva. 

Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 122. (Ed. Paton.) 
Tottov "AdéEavdgov, peyadntogos via DiAdinnov, 
déoxear dotiAdyevtov, ‘Odvumidas Sv note uYTHO 
xaQTEQOUULOV ETLxTEV’ ax’ w@dtvwv 5é wv “Aone 
Zoya wodwv edidaoxe, Tiyn 8’ éxédevoev avaooew. 

Apuleius, Florida, VII. (Ed. Van der Vliet.) 

Sed cum primis Alexandri illud praeclarum, quod im- 
aginem suam, quo certior posteris proderetur, noluit a 
multis artificibus vulgo contaminari, sed edixit universo 
orbi suo, ne quis effigiem regis temere adsimularet aere, 
colore, caelamine: quin saepe solus eam Polycletus aere 
duceret, solus Apelles coloribus deliniaret, solus Pyrgoteles 
caelamine excuderet: praeter hos tris multo nobilissimos 
in suis artificiis si quis uspiam, repperiretur alius sanct- 
issimae imagine regis manus admolitus, haud secus in eum 
quam in sacrilegium vindicaturum. eo igitur omnium metu 
factum, solus Alexander ut ubique imaginum similis esset, 
utique omnibus statuis et tabulis et toreumatibus idem 
vigor acerrimi bellatoris, idem ingenium maximi honoris, 
eadem forma viridis iuventae, eadem gratia relicinae frontis 
cerneretur. 


Choricius; Madrid Codex fol. 174v; Jb. Arch. I., IX, 
1894, p. 168. (Ed. Forster.) 

Et 5& Avoutnos tov ’AdéEavdoov exhacev govxdta Av- 
oin TO UXO, OleL Av xEYAOLOLLEVOV Elvat TOV GvdoLavTS 
tO Moaxedovi mavtmv év dao olouéva mQ0eyxEIv; 


Choricius; Madrid Codex fol. 164v; Jb. Arch. I., IX, 
1894, p. 168. (Ed. Forster.) 

"AdégEavioov, tO Didinaov perodxiov, Piriismov yao ty, 
el xal TOU Atos doxeiv é6ovdAeto elvan, moAhot Tea eigyaCovto 
mAdotar, woh.ol d& EyQapov Cory gcpor. 6 dé TOV LEY Ghoov 
iyttov ETCY}VEL ta goya, elts YOoMaTA Ty EltE ponds H VAN, 
OTL TH UeV AUTOD LLWEtoDaL Eddxouv, Ta SE oF mavU, HdSEetar 
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they seemed to represent some features faithfully, but 
others not very well; but he was always pleased when he 
saw the statue by Lysippos. 2. For Alexander son of 
Philip was keen, manly, majestic, and resolute; so also 
was Alexander the work of Lysippos. So he ordered 
other artists to represent other men, but himself he de- 
termined to entrust to Lysippos only. 3. So exceedingly 
well did the Sikyonian portray the man of Macedon. 
Cicero, Epistulae ad Familiares, V 12, 7. (Trans. Shuck- 
burgh.) 

For the famous Alexander himself did not wish to be 
painted by Apelles, and to have his statue made by Lysip- 
pos above all others, merely from personal favor to them, 
but because he thought that their art would be a glory at 
once to them and to himself. 

Himerios, Orationes, XIV 14 (Wernsdorf p. 634.) 

Did not Alexander give Lysippos a name and reputa- 
tion, when he had been portrayed by him so well that even 
Poetry herself marvelled greatly at the masterpiece? Or 
have you not heard the epigram that is spoken about the 
statue of Alexander? This: 

Lysippus, sculptor of Sicyon, bold hand, cunning crafts- 
man, its glance is of fire, that bronze thou didst cast in the 
form of Alexander. No longer do we blame the Persians: 
cattle may be pardoned for flying before a lion. (Trans. 
Paton. ) 

Himerios, Eclogae, XXXI 2 (Wernsdorf p. 286.) 

They say that Alexander became an object of competi- 
tion for the arts of former times, so that Lysippos and 
Apelles shared his person between them; and one inter- 
preted the nature of the king in paint, the other in bronze. 


Horace, Epistulae II 1, 237-241. (Trans. Masom.) 

That same monarch, who in his extravagance spent so 
much on so ridiculous a poem, by an edict forbade that 
anyone but Apelles should paint him, or that any statuary 
besides Lysippus should mould the brass which was to 
represent the features of the valiant Alexander. 

Pliny, N. H., VII 125. (Trans. Jex-Blake.) 

The emperor Alexander also issued an edict that none 
but Apelles might paint his portrait, none but Pyrgoteles 
engrave it, and none but Lysippus cast his statue in bronze. 
Several famous likenesses of him exist of these three 
kinds. 
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dé dav Thy Avoianov ecixdva ’AhéEavigos: (2) to yao 
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Cicero, Epistulae ad Familiares, V 12, 7. (Ed. Purser.) 

Neque enim Alexander ille gratiae causa ab Apelle 
potissimum pingi et a Lysippo fingi volebat, sed quod 
illorum artem cum ipsis tum etiam sibi gloriae fore putabat. 


Himerios, Orationes, XIV 14 (Wernsdorf, p. 634). (Ed. 
Wernsdorf.) 

Od yao Sy Avoinnw dvoud te Ed5i50v xai 5dEav ’AdE- 
Eavdoos tn’ éxetvov mhattopevoc, Ws xal avThy Thy Totyot 
opédoa Doupdoo 10 prrotexvnua ; H Ov GxovETE TO Ext- 
Yoapma tO et eixdvog tis ’AdAeEavdoou heyOusvov ; TO 

Avowtne, tAdota Vixvevee, Dagoahéy xEl0, 

ddie TEXViTA, TQ TOL 0 yahnos Ooh, 

Ov xa’ 'AheEdvd ou Woopac xéES OUKETL [EYTTOL 

Ilégoau: ovyyv@uyn Bovol Agovta quyeiv. 


Himerios, Eclogae, XXXI 2 (Wernsdorf, p. 286). (Ed. 
Diibner. ) 

Pevéodou wey xal 'AleEavd gov hoyos Tats mecha TEXVOLLC 
ayovioua, dote dy xal _VEWAMEVOL TI Loggiy avtov Av- 
oUsTIOG xal ‘Archit, 0 ev @aouaxots, 0 d5& yoAn@® tHV 
vot Tov Pactléws TouUnvevoay. 

Horace, Epistulae, II 1, 237-241. (Ed. Mueller.) 
Idem rex ille, poema 

Qui tam ridiculum tam care prodigus emit, 

Edicto vetuit, nequis se praeter Apellen 

Pingeret aut alius Lysippo duceret aera 

Fortis Alexandri voltum simulantia. 

Pliny, N. H., VII 125. (Ed. Sellers and Jex-Blake.) 

Idem hic imperator edixit ne quis ipsum alius quam 
Apelles pingeret, quam Pyrgoteles scalperet, quam Lysip- 
pus ex aere duceret, quae artes pluribus inclaruere 
exemplis. 
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Plutarch, Alexander, 4, 1. (Trans. Perrin.) 

The outward appearance of Alexander is best repre- 
sented by the statues of him which Lysippus made, and it 
was by this artist alone that Alexander himself thought it 
fit that he should be modelled. For those peculiarities 
which many of his successors and friends afterwards tried 
to imitate, namely, the poise of the neck, which was bent 
slightly to the left, and the melting glance of his eyes, this 
artist has accurately observed. 

Plutarch, De Alexandri Magni Fortuna aut Virtute, II 2. 
(Trans. Philips, revised by Goodwin.) 

Furthermore, there were also Apelles the painter and 
Lysippus the statuary both living under the reign of 
Alexander. The first of which painted him grasping 
Jupiter’s thunderbolt in his hand, so artfully and in such 
lively colors, that it was said of the two Alexanders that 
Philip’s was invincible, but Apelles’s inimitable. Lysip- 
pus, when he had finished the first statue of Alexander 
looking up with his face to the sky (as Alexander was 
wont to look, with his neck slightly bent), not improperly 
added to the pedestal the following lines: 

The statue seems to look to Jove and say, 

Take thou Olympus; me let Earth obey! 
For which Alexander gave to Lysippus the sole patent for 
making all his statues ; because he alone expressed in brass 
the vigor of his mind, and in his lineaments represented 
the lustre of his virtue; while others, who strove to imitate 
the turning of his neck and softness and brightness of his 
eyes failed to observe the manliness and lion-like fierceness 
of his countenance. 
Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, 24. (Trans. Baxter, revised 
by Goodwin.) 

And Lysippus the carver had good reason to quarrel 
with the painter Apelles for drawing Alexander’s picture 
with a thunder-bolt in his hand, whereas himself had made 
him but with a spear, which (he said) was natural and 
proper for him, and a weapon the glory of which no time 
would rob him of. 

Poseidippos: Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV) 119. 

(This epigram is quoted by Himerius; see no. 59 
above. ) 

Tzetzes, Chiliades, VIII 416-434. 

This Lysippos also was a sculptor in bronze. He was 

of the city Sikyon, which is very near Corinth, and was 
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Plutarch, Alexander 4, Rs (Ed. Perrin. ) 

Tv pev obv idéav tob OWLOLTOS ot Avoisme.or podhvota 
TOV avdoudvtwv éupaivovow, vp’ ob pdvou xal adtdc nS lov 
TdctEeoVa. “aL vag dhtod’ mohhot. tov diaddywv VotE- 
Qov xa TOV pihov: GIEWPLOVVTO, TV TE avdtaow tov anye- 
vos eis EvaVULOY Tougn xexAurevov xa Thy VYQOTHTA THY 
dundrov, diaterhyonnev dob 6 teyvitygs. 


Plutarch, De Alexandri Magni Fortuna aut Virtute, II 2. 
(Ed. Bernardakis. ) 

*Hyv be “OL ’Amehdijs, 0 Cwyedepos nal Aoi: 0 TAG 
ots xat’ ’Adébavdoov: Ov 6 pév Zyoape TOV xEQavVOpPOoV 
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"AheEaviowv 6 pév Didimnov yéyovev avixytos, 6 8’ ’Aned- 
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(doneg abtos eiwde Bhémew ’AhéEavdQ05 Novyn, mageyxAt- 
vv TOV tedynrov ) EMEyQONpE TIS odx datitbdvans 

ced aootver &’ gouxev 0 XAne0¢ eis Ata Aevoowy, 

Pav on ép.ol tidenor Zev, od 9 * ‘Okuustov & EXE. 
did xal povov ’AAgEavdooc éxéheve Aviotmnov eixdvas avtov 
Snuoveyetv. pwdvos yao ovTOs, Ws Zouxe, xatEuyvue TO 
YOAKD TO Tos avtrod xal ouveEsMaive TH OOH tiv GoEtHv: 
ot 8’ GAAou tiv axooteo@iy to toaxNAov xal TOV duLdtaW 
Thy Sidyvow xal vyedtyta ptuEtodar DéAovtes ov dSteqi- 
Aattov avtot TO GEeEVwtoV xal AcovtwMdEs. 


Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride, 24. (Ed. Bernardakis. ) 

Eb dé xa Avoinmos 0 mhéotns "Anehiiy EMEWMOTO TOV 
Coy odmpov, ou TH 'AleE dvd gov yoapay elxova xegavvoy 
évexelouoev- avtoc 5 hoyyny, Ns tv d6Eav ovdé els a~pat- 
EYoetar yodvos Andi xal idtav ovoav. 


Poseidippos: Anth. Pal. VI (Plan. App. IV), 119. 
(This epigram is quoted by Himerius; see no. 59 
above. ) 


67. Tzetzes, Chiliades, VIII 416-434. (Ed. Kiessling. ) 


Kol obtos mhdctoy ta xokxa O Avonros trijoyev. 
"Hy éx tis Limvdvog S€ tis Zyytota Kogiviov, 


306 


68. 


69. 


LYSIPPOS 


contemporary with Alexander son of Philip. He made 
statues perfectly like the originals. Alexander was pleased 
with his works of art; for he represented him with his 
head on one side, seeming to look toward the sky, and 
accurately in every respect as Alexander that famous 
Macedonian was, so that the onlookers thought that they 
saw Alexander, not a block of marble. On the marble 
some student of epigrams inscribed this : 

The brazen king seems to be gazing at Zeus and about 
to say, “I set Earth under my feet ; thyself, Zeus, possesses 
Olympus.” 

This Sikyonian, Lysippos the sculptor, when once 
Alexander had neglected a favorable time and was deeply 
discouraged by its passing, very cleverly sculptured the 
image of Time, representing him as deaf, bald on the back 
of his head, standing with winged feet on a sphere, and 
presenting a knife to any one attempting to seize him 
from behind; in this way warning every one not to disre- 
gard time. 


Tzetzes, Chiliades, XI 97-108. 

The great king Alexander, son of Philip, is said by 
every one to have had one eye gray and the other black. 
Such he was as to his eyes. His neck was slanting and 
turned to one side, so that he seemed to gaze toward the 
heavens. As such Lysippos represented him in bronze. 
His images pleased Alexander, rather than the false statues 
by Stasikrates,? with their look of being puffed up with 
vain conceit. That Alexander’s appearance was such is 
shown by the epigram, which runs as follows: 

The brazen king seems to be gazing at Zeus and about 
to say, “I set Earth under my feet; thyself, Zeus, possess 
Olympus.’”’4 
Valerius Maximus, VIII 11, ext. 2. 

Furthermore how much value, do we think, was as- 
cribed to art by King Alexander, who wished to be por- 
trayed in painting only by Apelles and in sculpture only 
by Lysippos ? 


? Paton’s translation; see nos. 52 and 64. 

* This sculptor is mentioned also in Chiliades, VIII 408-415, and XI 
94-96; other citations in Pauly-Wissowa under Deinokrates. Cf. Kurt 
Miller, Der Leichenwagen Alexanders des Grossen, p. 74. 


* Paton’s translation; see nos. 52, 64, and 67. 
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To tov Piinnov ovY71QOVOS vio TO ’AheEdvdon, 
Tlavengegy aydhuata mouWv Tol MOWTOTUMOLS. 
"Enéyarge 3’ ’AdeEavioos Tas TOUTOU mhaotoveyiats. 
Kal yao xai TAQATOA{NAOV éxoinoev ExELvOY, 
Aoxovvta _Bhéretv oVQavov xaL av TXQUEMpEVOS, 
‘Oxoios Tv ’AheEavd p05 6 Moxedmv exelvos, 
“Qote dSoxetv tovs Bhémovtas ’AdéEavigov, ov otHAny. 
“Ht otmy tic _EneyQaipev ELY QUMLOTOPOQOS: 
«Avddoovtt d’ gowxev 6 4GhxE0s, és Ala devowv, 
Tav in’ Eve tideuat, Zed, ov 8’ ~Ohvumov exer. 
Odtos 6 Lixve vio 6 Abounnos 6 mAcdotys, 
Kai ’AdeEavdoou nonote yodvov nagadeapovtos, 
Kai ddupotvtocg d& Setvids tH MAQOLY NOEL TOUTON, 
Ilavodqws jyoApdtwoe tov XQdvov THY elxova, 
Ilavtas évtevdev voutetav, 1.Q0vov uh TAQUTQEXELY, 
Kwov, dmiadopdhaxgov, TtEQOMOVY él oatoas, 
Il gos 10 xatomv payaody tii dddva mhaoas. 


68. Tzetzes, Chiliades, XI 97-108. (Ed. Kiessling.) 
‘O Baowtetds 6 péytotos "AAEEavdo0c¢ Pidinnov, 
Thavxdv tov éva dptohyov eyew Boviheitar nao, 
Médava S€ tov EtEQov. Tois opdadpois TOLOUTOS. 
"Hv 8€ xal O\wotody nos zal magatoaynha@v dé, 
“Qote doxeiv sQ0g ovgavoy évateviewy toUTOV. 
Totovtov xai 6 Avoinmoc éxetvov éyadxovoyet. 
Kai tovtov d& ’AAgEavipos énéyetgev eixdovy, 
CEL Utaomgdrous TAGOUaGL Wevdéot, TUPOVHE VOLS. 
[Orn 0) iv 6 'AheEavd 05 TOLOUTOS thy idéav, 
Anot xai 10 erty gaya OnEQ toy xdvet tOdE, 
«Avddoovtt 8’ Zouev 6 %GAneos, é¢ Ata hevowy, 
Tav tn’ éué tideuo, Zev, ob 8’ “Odvurov exer. 
69. Valerius Maximus, VIII 11, ext. 2. (Ed. Halm.) 
Quantum porro dignitatis a rege Alexandro tributum 
arti existimamus, qui se et pingi ab uno Apelle et fingi a 
Lysippo tantummodo voluit ? 
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THe GrANIKos MONUMENT 


Arrian, Anabasis, I 16, 4. (Trans. Chinnock.) 

Of the Macedonians, about twenty-five of the Com- 
panions were killed at the first onset; brazen statues of 
whom were erected at Dium, executed by Lysippus, at 
Alexander’s order. The same statuary also executed a 
statue of Alexander himself, being chosen by him in 
preference to all other artists. 

Justin, Historiae, XI 6, 12-13. 

Of Alexander’s army nine foot-soldiers and a hundred 
twenty horsemen perished. For the consolation of the 
others, the king adorned their tomb with equestrian statues 
at great cost, and gave to their kinsmen immunity from 
public services. 

Plutarch, Alexander, 16, 7. (Trans. Perrin.) 

But on Alexander’s side Aristobulus says there were 
thirty-four dead in all, of whom nine were footmen. (8) 
Of these, then, Alexander ordered statues to be set up in 
bronze, and Lysippus wrought them. 

Velleius Paterculus, Historia Romana, I 11, 3-4. (Trans. 
Watson. ) 

This is the Metellus Macedonicus who erected the por- 
ticos around the two temples without an inscription, now 
encircled by the porticos of Octavia, and who brought from 
Macedonia the group of equestrian statues that face the 
front of the temples, and form at present the chief orna- 
ment of the place. Of this group the following origin is 
related. Alexander the Great, it is said, desired Lysippus, 
an eminent artist in such performances, to make statues 
of such horsemen of his own troop as had fallen at the 
River Granicus, representing their likenesses in the figures, 
and placing one of Alexander himself among them. 


THE KraTErRosS GROUP 
Plutarch, Alexander, 40, 4. (Trans. Jones.) 

Krateros erected a memorial of this hunt at Delphi. 
He caused figures of bronze to be made, representing the 
lion, the dogs, the king in combat with the lion, and him- 
self coming to the rescue; some of these were made by 
Lysippos, the rest by Leochares. 


SOCRATES 
Diogenes Laertius, De Vitis Philosophorum, II 5, 43. 
(Trans. Yonge.) 
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Tue Granikos MoNUMENT 


Arrian, Anabasis, I 16,4. (Ed. Roos.) 

Maxedovwv d5& tHv LEV ETaiowv api tos Elxoo. xab 
TEVTE év Th TOOT Y 006 0h} anétavov’ xai tovtmv yahxat 
ElnOvEs év Aiw éotaoy, ’AheEdvdqov uehevoavtoc Avoutmov 
Tolijoat, Goneg xal ’ANZEavdoov wovos meoxerieis Emote. 


Justin, Historiae, XI 6, 12-13. (Ed. Riihl.) 

De exercitu Alexandri novem pedites, centum XX 
equites cecidere, quos rex inpense ad ceterorum solacia 
humatos statuis equestribus donavit cognatisque eorum 
inmunitatem dedit. 


Plutarch, Alexander, 16, 7. (Ed. Perrin.) 

Ta@v d5€ meol tov “AdéEavdeov ’Agtotdbovdds rot téo- 
oapas xal TELdxOvTa vEexoods yEvéotar tots aavtas, Mv 
Evvem meCovs elvar. (8) tovtwv péEv ovv ExéAevoEV eixdvacs 
avactativat yalxds, ds Avowtnoc eigydoato. 

Velleius Paterculus, Historia Romana I 11, 3-4. (Ed. 
Haase. ) 

Hic est Metellus Macedonicus, qui porticus, quae fuere 
circumdatae duabus aedibus sine inscriptione positis, quae 
nunc Octaviae porticibus ambiuntur, fecerat, quique hanc 
turmam statuarum equestrium, quae frontem aedium spec- 
tant, hodieque maximum ornamentum eius loci ex Mace- 
donia detulit. Cuius turmae hanc causam referunt, Mag- 
num Alexandrum impetrasse a Lysippo, singulari talium 
auctore operum, ut eorum equitum, qui ex ipsius turma 
apud Granicum flumen ceciderant, expressa similitudine 
figurarum faceret statuas et ipsius quoque iis interponeret. 


Tue KRATEROS GROUP 


Plutarch, Alexander, 40, 4. (Ed. Perrin.) 

Tovto tO xuvyyiov Keategds tic Aehqpovs avedyxev, 
eixdvac yodndg TOUNode vos TOU AEOvTOS xa TOV xuv@V “al 
TOU Baovkéws Tt MEOVTL GUVEOTMTOS nal avtod me0c6on- 
Bovvtos, dv ta pév Avounnos *xAaoe, ta St Acwyaons. 


SOCRATES 
Diogenes Laertius, De Vitis Philosophorum, II 5, 43. (Ed. 
Hubner. ) 


310 


76. 


77. 


78. 


79. 


LYSIPPOS 


So he died; but the Athenians immediately repented of 
their action, so that they closed all the palaestrae and gym- 
nasia; and they banished his accusers, and condemned 
Meletus to death; but they honoured Socrates with a 
brazen statue, which they erected in the place where the 
sacred vessels are kept; and it was the work of Lysippus. 


PRAXILLA 


Tatian, Contra Graecos, 52 (Worth p. 113). (Trans. 
Pratten. ) 

For Lysippus cast a statue of Praxilla, whose poems 
contain nothing useful. 


AESOP 


Agathias: Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 332. (Trans. 
Paton.) 

Thou didst well, old Lysippus, sculptor of Sicyon, in 
placing the portrait of Samian Aesop in front of the Seven 
Sages, since they for their part put force, and not per- 
suasion, into their saws, but he, saying the right thing in 
his wise fables and inventions, playing in serious earnest, 
persuades men to be sensible. Rough expostulation is to 
be avoided, but the sweetness of the Samian’s fables makes 
a pretty bait. 

Pliny, N. H., XXXIV 86. (Trans. Jex-Blake.) 

Aristodemos also made wrestlers, two-horse chariots 
with charioteer, and figures of philosophers, of old 
women, and of King Seleukos; his Spear-bearer too has a 
charm of its own. 


Tatian, Contra Graecos, 55 (Worth p. 119). (Trans. 
Pratten. ) 

And not only have his tales kept the fabulist Aesop in 
everlasting remembrance, but also the plastic art of Aris- 
todemus has increased his celebrity. 


PyTHES 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 14, 12. (Trans. 
Frazer. ) 

The two statues of Pythes, son of Andromachus, a 
man of Abdera, are by Lysippus: they were dedicated by 
his soldiers. Pythes seems to have been a captain of free- 
lances, or a good soldier in some capacity. 
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'O pév obv 2E dviganwy jv 'Adnvator 8 evddc perté- 


yvMoav, ote xietoat xal madalotoas xal yuuvaoin. xal 
tovs vév équyddevoav, Mehitov d& davatov xatéyvMoav: 
LYoxnodty S& yahxijs eixdvos Etwnoavto, Tv Meoav Ev tH 
roureiw, Avoimmov taityvy Eoyacauévov. 


PRAXILLA 


Tatian, Contra Graecos, 52 (Worth, p. 113). (Ed. Kalk- 
mann, Rh. Mus. XLII, 1887, p. 489.) 

Tlodbikav wiv yao Avoinnoc tyahxoteynoev, pundév 
eimovoav Oa TMV MOLNUdTwWV YONOLMWOV. 


AESOP 


Agathias: Anth. Pal. XVI (Plan. App. IV), 332. (Ed. 
Paton. ) 
Kvye noidv, Avowumne yéowv, Limvovie mAdota, 
detxehov Aiowsov otyjoao tov Yaptov 
ENTA COPHV ~EuToooVEV Emel xELVOL LEV Gavayxnv 
Eubadov, ov srevlw, piéyuaot tois o@petégQotec, 
Os SE coMoits pols xal mAconaot xatorn A€Eas, 
raitov Ev omovdi, meider ExeMoovéetv. 
gevxtov 8 1 tonyeta magatvects:  Laputov dé 
TO yAuxd tov pidou xadov exer déheag. 
Pliny, N. H., XXXIV 86. (Ed. Sellers and Jex-Blake.) 
. . . Aristodemus et luctatores bigasque cum auriga, 
philosophos, anus, Seleucum regem. habet gratiam suam 
huius quoque doryphorus. 


Tatian, Contra Graecos, 55 (Worth, p. 119). (Ed. Kalk- 
mann, Rh. Mus, XLII, 1887, p. 491.) 

Kat tov wevdoroyov Atownov deluvnotov ot pdvov ta 
uvdodoyjuata GAG xal xara tov 'Agtotddnuov mAaotixy 
TEQgronovoaotov asméderEev. 


PYTHES 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 14, 12. (Ed. Schubart.) 

IIlvdou d& tod “Avdooucdyou, yévog avdeds @& ’A6SH- 
ewv, éxotnoe péev Avounnos, avéteoay Sé ol oteati@tar dvo 
elxovas’ elvar d€ Tyeu@v tig Eévwv 7 xal GAws ta mOAE- 
pixa ayadds 6 Ives Zorxe. 
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POLYDAMAS 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 5, 1-7. (Trans. 
Frazer.) 

The statue on the lofty pedestal is a work of Lysippos: 
the man it represents was the tallest of men, if we except 
the heroes and the mortal race, if such there were, that 
preceded the heroes. Certainly of this present race of 
men this Pulydamas, son of Nicias, was the tallest. Sco- 
tusa, the native town of Pulydamas, is now no longer in- 
habited. For Alexander, tyrant of Pherae, seized it in 
time of truce. Some of the townspeople were gathered 
in the theatre, for it happened that they were holding a 
public assembly. So Alexander surrounded them with 
targeteers and archers, and shot them all down, and he 
butchered all the rest of the men, and sold the women and 
children in order to pay his mercenaries. This calamity 
befell Scotusa when Phrasiclides was archon at Athens, in 
the second year of the hundred and second Olympiad, the 
Olympiad in which Damon of Thurii was victorious for 
the second time. The handful that escaped abode for a 
little while in the city, but afterwards they too were 
obliged, by their weak and forlorn condition, to abandon 
it at the time when God visited the whole Greek nation 
with a second overthrow in the war with Macedonia. 
Other men besides Pulydamas have won famous victories 
in the pancratium, but besides the crowns he won in the 
pancratium, Pulydamas performed the following exploits 
of a different sort. The highlands of Thrace, on this side 
the river Nestus, which flows through the land of Abdera, 
are the home of wild animals, including lions. These lions 
attacked the army of Xerxes of old, and made havoc of 
the camels which were carrying the provisions. Often 
they roam into the country about Mount Olympus, one 
side of which is turned to Macedonia, and the other to 
Thessaly and the river Peneus. Here on Mount Olympus 
Pulydamas unarmed slew a lion, a great and mighty beast. 
He was incited to the feat by a desire to emulate the deeds 
of Hercules, because the story goes that Hercules also 
conquered the Nemean lion. Yet another marvellous 
exploit of Pulydamas is on record. He went among a 
herd of cattle, and catching the largest and most savage 
bull by one of its hind feet, he held fast its hoof, and 
though the beast plunged and struggled he did not let go, 
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PoLYDAMAS 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI, 5, 1-7. (Ed. Schubart. ) 

‘O 8 éxi TO Baddow TO dye Avoinnov uév éotiv 
EQyov, uéytotos 8& ardvtwv EYEVETO avi edz ahi tov 
Ted@wv xahovpevov xal i dy te GAdo Ww. TEQO TOV Nodwy 
Svytov yévos = aviemnwy 5é TOV xa’ Huds obtds EotIV O 
uéeytotos Ilovivddwas Nuxiov. Sxdtovoa d& fh tov Ilov- 
Avdiauavtos mateis ov wxeito ett ep’ Nudv ’AAEEavdeoc 
yao thy mOAw 0 Degatwv tveavvioas xatéAabev Ev omov- 
dais, xal Lxotovoalwv to's te és TO BéEatoov ovvetteypeE- 
vous, ETUYE YAO OPlow ExxAnola tHvixatta ovoa, ToUTOUS TE 
ditavtas xatyxdvtioe mektaotais ev xixh@ mEQLoyov xal 
toEdtatcs, xal TO GAAo doov év HAixia xatepdovevoe, yuvatxas 
d€ aédoto xal matdas, WwLodOv elvan ta YOHMaTA Tols Eévois. 
at, Lxorovoaiors H OULPOQE. Doacixeidovu Mev ‘Ady 
ow eyEVETO GOYOVTOS, devTegg dé Ghuumidde ext Tals ExO- 
tov, Hv Aduwv Oovetos évixa tO dSevteQov, totys EtEL Sev- 
TEQW Tis OAvuTIddos. xal OAlyov te Eueve TO dtaquyov 
tov Lxotovoaiwv, xal atdic bd dotevelac eEgkimov nat 
obtoi thv OAW, Ste xal toig maow “EAAno. mooontatoa 
devteoa Ev TH meds Maxeddvac moktuw mageoxsvacev 6 
dainwv. ILayxeatiou vév dy xal dddotsg HSH yeyovaow émt- 
paveis vino TLovivdduavete dé tadE GAhova. Taga tovs em 
TO Tayxarian otEpavous Indgyovtd Eotiv. 1 dgetvy THs 
Ooduns, H etvdov Néotou TOTALOV TOU QEovtOS dua TS 
‘A6dnQitav, xa chia Inola, év d5€ avtois MOLOE ETAL “aL 
héovtas, ol xal TO oT gat mote émidéuevor tH EegEov Tas 
Gyovousg xaurove ta oitia ~uptvavto. obtor nokAdxis ot 
heovtes nal és uy mEQL TOV _ Okuystov havent at x@Qay: 
TOUTOU d& Tov gous a ev és Maxedoviay mhevod, H Ot 
em Oeooahods xal TOV TMOTOWLOV TET QOUTTOL TOV “TL nvewv. 
évtatda 6 Iovivddpas iéovta év to ‘Ohvystep, usya xat 
Gihxuiov Iyoiov, xatergy dato ovdevi EOXEVAOUEVOS Omhw. 
ToonAIY oe és TO TOAUNLLOL purotitia mQ0S TO ‘Hoaxdéous 
toya, Ott xal ‘Hoaxhéa & EXEL AOyos xQaTHOAL TO ev Nepean 
Méovtos. ETEQOV d€ éxl to’tw Vatua brediteto 6 ILovdAv- 
ddpas és uvynunv: és ayéhyv éoehthv Bom, tov péyLotov 
“aL dy QLOTATOV TAVQOY hoBov TOU ETEQOU THY OTLOVEV IO- 
dOv Tas Yds xatelyev Gxoac, xal and@vta xal émerydue- 
vov ov aviet, motv ye Sy O tadeosg Owe mote xal és dotav 
apinduevog Bias anépuyev agels tavty tH ILovAvdauavte 
tas ynidc. Aéyetou d& xal Ws avdea Hvioyov éAavvovta 
OnoVvd} TO Goua eEnéoxye Tov redox AabduEvos yao TH ETE 
TOV YELedv Gmiobe tov Gouatos, Ouov xal tos immovs mE- 
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till at last the bull putting forth all its strength escaped, 
leaving its hoof in the hands of Pulydamas. It is said, too, 
that he stopped a chariot driven at speed; for, seizing it 
from behind with one hand, he held as in a vice the horses 
and their driver. Hearing of his exploits, Darius, a bastard 
son of Artaxerxes, who, supported by the commons of 
Persia, had dethroned Sogdius, the legitimate son of 
Artaxerxes, and reigned in his stead, sent messengers, and 
by the promise of gifts persuaded Pulydamas to go up to 
Susa and see him. There he challenged three of the band 
called Immortals to fight him all at once, and slew them all. 
Of the feats I have enumerated, some are represented on 
the pedestal of his statue at Olympia, others are mentioned 
in the inscription. 
Lucian, Deorum Concilium, 12. 

Then too the statue of the athlete Polydamas, in Olym- 
pia, cures persons ill with fever. 


TROILOS 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 1, 4-5. (Trans. 
Frazer. ) 

Troilus gained victories in the chariot-races at the same 
time that he was umpire: one was a victory with a full- 
grown pair, the other was with a team of foals. These vic- 
tories were gained by him in the hundred and second 
Olympiad. After that the Eleans made a law that for the 
future none of the umpires should enter chariots for a 
race. The statue of Troilus is by Lysippus. 


CHEILON 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 4, 6-7. (Trans. 
Frazer.) 

Chilon, an Achaean of Patrae, won two Olympic vic- 
tories in wrestling among the men, one at Delphi, four at 
the Isthmus, and three at Nemea. He died in battle, and 
was buried by the Achaean state. The inscription at 
Olympia proves it: 

Twice in wrestling alone I conquered the men at 

Olympia and at Pytho, 

Thrice at Nemea, and four times at the Isthmus by the 

sea: 

I am Chilon of Patrae, the son of Chilon; I perished 

in war, 
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djoas ol TOV Tvloxov elye. Aagetoc dé ’Agtakég&ou malic 
votes, d¢ du0d To Ilegowv NLD Loyd.ov noTarOvoas maida 
‘Agtabeobou yvijouov goyev avt’ éxeivou THY coxny, otto 
Ws t6acthevoev 6 Aagetos, emuvidveto. yao Tow TlovAvia- 
boavtos ta eoya, TLE UITO'V dy yéhous bmLoxvoupEvos dooa 
avéneloev adtov és Lovod te xal é¢ mpi aeprxéodar TH 
avtov. Evia on) xara rodxinow Ilegoay dvb eas tov xa- 
houpévov avavatov Gewdpov TgEIC, adtedous ot povopayy- 
Oavtas, aréxtevev. Zoywv 5é THv xateLkeypevOV ot TA PEV 
Ext tO Padew tov avieuavtos év ’OAvuria, ta 5€ xal Syov- 
Weva Eotiv UNO TOV EntyOaupatos. 


Lucian, Deorum Concilium, 12. (Ed. Jacobitz.) 
“Hdy xai 6 ILodvicuavtos tot adAntod avdoids iatat 
Tovs ueettovtas év ’Odvuumia. 


TROILOS 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 1, 4-5. (Ed. Schubart.) 

. AAG TH pév EAAavodrxetv te Ono xal iov taoEEv 
> / / ~ ' of , / 4‘ , 
avehéotat vixas, TH Towitiy, teheia te ovvwetd. xai rohov 
douaty dAvumdd: S& éxoater Sevtéea mQd0G talc éxatdv. 
ano tovtov S& xal vouoc éyéveto "Hietots undé tcnovs tov 
hoixod tHv éAdavodixotwtov xadiévar pndéva. to’tov peév 
5 Tov avieuavta éxoinoe Avoutnoc. 


CHEILON 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 4, 6-7. (Ed. Schubart.) 

Xethove S& "Ayo® ILateet S00 pév "Ohvummai vinat 
maAns avdod@v, uta dé éyéveto Ev AcAqpoic, técoapec S& év 
Todu@ xai Neusiov tocics. etapy dé too tov xowwod tov 
"Ayaidv, xal ot xal tov Blov ovvémeoev Ev mOAEWM THV TE- 
heutiyy YEVEOUGL. LaQTVEEL 5€ LoL xal TO éxiyoauua tO év 
*Odvurtiq: 

Movvoxains wind) dic Okbura Ilv0id tv’ dvdoac, 

toic Nepég, teteaxic 8 "lotu@ év ayyidAa, 

Xethwv Xetdwvog Ilateets, dv Aads ’Ayawv 

év mokéuw qodipevov Bony’ aoetig Evexev. 
To pév dy Extyoappa exit tooovto tdtwoev' et dé Avoiz- 
Mov Tow Moijoavtos Hv Elxova TexuaiQouEvov TH TAtxia 
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And was buried for my valour’s sake by the Achaean 
people. 
Thus far the inscription. If I may guess the war in which 
Chilon fell by reference to the date of Lysippus, the 
sculptor who made the statue, I should say either that he 
marched to Chaeronea with the whole body of the Achae- 
ans, or that, prompted by his personal valour and courage, 
he alone of all the Achaeans fought against Antipater and 
the Macedonians at Lamia in Thessaly. 
Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VII 6, 5. (Trans. Frazer.) 
The guide at Patrae said that the wrestler Chilon was 
the only Achaean who took part in the fighting at Lamia. 


KALLIKRATES 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 17, 3. (Trans. Frazer.) 

There is also a statue of a boxer who was victorious 
among the boys, Butas, a Milesian, son of Polynices; and 
a statue of Callicrates, a native of Magnesia, on the Leth- 
aeus, who won two crowns in the armed race: the statue 
of Callicrates is a work of Lysippus. 


XENARCHES ? 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 2, 1. (Trans. Frazer.) 

There is a statue of a pancratiast by Lysippus. This 
man the first not only from Stratus, but from the whole of 
Acarnania, who won a victory in the pancratium. . . . he 
was called [Xenarches], son of Philandrides. 


“JASON” 


Christodoros, Ecphrasis (Anth. Pal. II), 297-302. (Trans. 
Paton.) 

There, too, was Hermes with his rod of gold. He was 
standing, but was tying with his right hand the lace of 
his winged shoe, eager to start on his way. His right leg 
was already bent, over it was extended his left hand and his 
face was upturned to the sky, as if he were listening to the 
orders of his father. 

Lion 


Strabo, Geographica, XIII 590. (Trans. Falconer.) 

It was from Lampsacus that Agrippa transported the 
Prostrate Lion, the workmanship of Lysippus, and placed 
it in the sacred grove between the lake and the strait. 


84. 


85. 


86. 


87. 


88. 
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ovpbodgota det us tov mOheuov Evda 6 Xeihwv Excoev, Trot 
é¢ Xatowveray Ayoots tots maow Ouod oteatevoaotar 7 
idia xat’ aoetyy te xat toAuav ’Ayai@v pwovos ’Avtindtoov 
uot xal Maxedovwv evavtia aywvioactat megi Aauiav qat- 
VETaL THv Ev Oeooadia. 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VII 6,5. (Ed. Schubart.) 
‘O d€ tHv Emyootov Ilatoetow eEnyntys tov aaAa- 
othv Xeihwva 'Ayaimv pdvov uEstacyeiv Epaoxe TOU EQyYOU 
tov meol Aautav. 
KALLIKRATES 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 17, 3. (Ed. Schubart.) 

"Avaxettar 5& xal mbxtys xoatHoas év xatot, Bottas 
Tlodvvetxous MtAjotos, xai Kaddtxoatys ano tijs éxt An- 
Saiw Mayvyoias, exit t@ Srhity dQduUM ote@avous S'o avr 
gnuévos: Avoinxov d€ EQyov t tov Kahktxodtous éotw 
ELKOV. 


XENARCHES? 


Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio, VI 2,1. (Ed. Schubart.) 
Ilayxeatiactotd d5& avdods tov LEV avdoldvta cioyda- 
oato Avoitmos: 6 S& Avo ovtOs Gveideto Exl nayxoatio 
vixnv tov GhAwv te “Axaovavoy xal tov 2 attis Utodtov 
me@tos... [Eevaoyys] te exaheito Diravdotdov. 


“JASON” 


Christodoros, Ecphrasis (Anth, Pal. II), 297-302. (Ed. 
Paton.) 

"Hv d€ xal ‘Eousias yovodooamic: totduevoc 8& 

deEtteof ateQdevtos aveiove Seoud mEdthov, 

gig Od0v atEat AeAtnuEevoc’ elye yao Hoy 

deEvov dxAdCovta Poov ndda, tO Em Aavjv 

yeloa taveic avémeumev és aitéoa xvxAov Onmaijs, 

Old TE MATEDS Kvaxtos EXITOWMMVTOS GxOVMV. 


LIon 


Strabo, Geographica, XIII 590. (Ed. Meineke.) 

’Evtedtev d& usetyveyxev “Ayoinmag tov mextwxdta 
Movta, Avoinnov Eoyov avédyxe 5€ Ev TO Goel TO WETAED 
Tis Aivys xal tov evotmov. 
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FREE Horse 


89. Niketas Choniates, De Signis Constantinopolitanis, 7. 
[The Latins, when they took Constantinople in 1204, 
destroyed along with other statues] the unbridled horse, 
pricking up its ears and snorting, stepping forward exul- 
tant, with head held high.® 
90. Philip: Anth. Pal|, [IX 777; (Trans, Paton 
Look how proudly the art of the worker in bronze 
makes this horse stand. Fierce is his glance as he arches 
his neck and shakes out his wind-tossed mane for the 
course. I believe that if a charioteer were to fit the bit 
to his jaws and prick him with the spur, thy work Lysippus, 
would surprise us by running away; for Art makes it 
breathe. 


91. Psellos: Anth. Gr., App. III, 267. 
On the bronze horse with raised foot, in the 
Hippodrome. 

This bronze horse that you see is full of life ;—verily 
he is alive and he will soon leap about; and raising this 
forefoot he will strike and kick you if you go near him. 
He is starting to run: stay back, do not approach him; but 
rather flee, lest you receive such injury as I mentioned. 


Cow 


92. Prokopios, De Bello Gothico, IV 21. 
There is a certain ancient fountain-house in front of 
this market-place, and a cow of bronze stood near it, which 
I think was the work of Pheidias the Athenian or of Lysip- 
pos. For many statues made by these two men are in that 
place. 
Horse IN ROME 


93. Pliny, N. H., VIII 155. (Trans. Bostock and Riley.) 

It is said, also, that Caesar, the Dictator, had a horse, 
which would allow no one to mount but himself, and that 
its forefeet were like those of a man; indeed it is thus 
represented in the statue before the temple of Venus 
Genetrix. 

* An unparalleled meaning for etmvwov, but apparently the only one 
possible, if the word is retained. The translation is kindly suggested by 


Professor C. W. E. Miller. éviwov, as suggested by Professor Robinson, 
would be an easy emendation; but it gives a painfully bathetic sense. 


89. 


91: 


93. 
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FREE Horse 
Niketas Choniates, De Signis Constantinopolitanis, 7. (Ed. 
Bekker. ) 
.-xal tov ayddwwov innov dotiaCovta tO ots xal Pot- 
Udooovta, yavedv Te xal EvHviov moonodiCovta. 


Philip: Anth, Pale 1x 777.) ((Ed: Paton. ) 

“Id' as 6 GOs xarnodaddahw téxva 

XOQWVIOY Eotnxe" dod yao Bilémwv 

trpovyeviter, xai Suyve wou vas 

xOQUPS EVelous ovgiwxey 5 dQdpov. 

doxéwW, YAAtvovs El TIS TviootodMos 

évagnocy yévvvoi xamxevtoton, 

6 o0¢ mOvoc, Avourne, xai mao’ eAnidas 

tay’ exdoauetta tH téyva yao eusveet. 
Psellos: Anth. Gr., App. III, 267. (Ed. Cougny, vol. III, 
p. 334.) 

Kis tov yadxotv innov, tov év to ‘Innododuw, axyqwor- 
LEVOV TOV m0da EyovTa. 

“Eunvous 6 yahxots tmocg obtos, Ov Biéretc, 

Eusvous GAntas, xal poiatetar tayo 

TOV mQdotLov dé toUtOV éEatowv 00a, 

Badei oe xai AaE, ci magehtys maotov. 

Aoaustv xodogud, ovr it, uy Tgocey yioys: 

udhdov dS& gevye, un Aadbys tO tov Adyov. 


Cow 


Prokopios, De Bello Gothico, IV 21. (Ed. Haury.) 

“Koti dé tig doyaia med tavtys Sh tis ayoeas “ony, 
xal Bots éxl taitys yahxovs ~otyxe, Derdiov, ofuat, tov 
"Atwaiov 7 Avoinnov gpyov. aydhuata yao Ev yoow 
TOUTH TMOAAG tovtoLW dy Totv avdgotv moUmata Eottv. 


Pliny, N. H., VIII 155. (Ed. Mayhoff.) 

Nec Caesaris dictatoris quemquam alium_ recepisse 
dorso equus traditur, idemque similes humanis pedes 
priores habuisse, hac effigie locatus ante Veneris Genetricis 
aedem. 
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94. Statius, Silvae, I 1, 84-87. (Trans. Slater.) 

Henceforth let the steed give place that over against the 
temple of our Lady of Latium stands in Caesar’s forum, 
the steed which men say Lysippus hazarded for the lord 
of Pella, and which anon in amazement bore on its back a 
sculptured Caesar. 

95. Suetonius, Caesar, 61. (Trans. Rolfe.) 

He [Caesar] rode a remarkable horse, too, with feet 
that were almost human; for its hoofs were cloven in such 
a way as to look like toes. This horse was foaled on his 
own place, and since the soothsayers had declared that it 
foretold the rule of the world for its master, he reared it 
with the greatest care, and was the first to mount it, for it 
would endure no other rider. Afterwards, too, he dedi- 
cated a statue of it before the temple of Venus Genetrix. 


96. Gnomologium Vaticanum (Wiener Studien, XI, 1889, p. 
62, nos. 399-400). 

The sculptor Lysippos was asked by somebody: “Why, 
in making your statue, did you not provide Demos (the 
People) with ears?” He said: “Demos never forms opin- 
ions by hearing, but rather by wilfulness.” The same man, 
seeing a badly made statue, said that it was difficult to 
criticize; for he was at a loss, because of the multitude of 
faults, as to where he should begin. 
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94. Statius, Silvae, I 1, 84-87. (Ed. Klotz.) 
Cedat equus, Latiae qui contra templa Diones 
Caesarei stat sede fori—quem traderis ausus 
Pellaeo, Lysippe, duci, mox Caesaris ora 
mirata cervice tulit— 


95. Suetonius, Caesar, 61. (Ed. Rolfe.) 

Utebatur autem equo insigni, pedibus prope humanis 
et in modum digitorum ungulis fissis, quem natum apud se, 
cum haruspices imperium orbis terrae significare domino 
pronuntiassent, magna cura aluit nec patientem sessoris 
alterius primus ascendit; cuius etiam instar pro aede 
Veneris Genetricis postea dedicavit. 


96. Gnomologium Vaticanum (Wiener Studien, XI, 1889, p. 
62, nos. 399-400. (Ed. Sternbach.) 

Atounsos 6 avd gavtomods Equtmbels 0 x6 twos «did th 
dye, avd oudvto. MOOV, Ota ov meorednxac ;» else: ij WOs 
axoj ovrote titetat, aviadeta dé UdAov». ‘O avytos id@v 
avdeidavta xx nemhacyévov dvoxatyyoontov eqn elvan: 
dia yao tO wAydos tHv GuaetnUdtwv anogeiv, ndd_ev 
adotetar. 
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(Under names of places are entered only matters that might not 
easily be found under other headings.) 


Aesop, by Lysippos, 234; in Villa 
Albani, 234 

Agasias, warrior of, 177 

Ageladas, sculptor, 4 

Agenor, athlete, by younger 
Polykleitos, 21 

Agias, at Delphi, 123-33; com- 
pared with apoxyomenos, 128- 
30; compared with “Mercure 
Richelieu”, 183; compared 
with “Philandridas” and Ilis- 
sos stele, 237; compared with 
youth in Berlin, 238; compar- 
ed with Herakles Epitrapezios, 
104 

Agias, at  Pharsalos, 
27 tl 30 ite 

Aisypos, athlete, by Daidalos, 
18 

Akousilaos, athlete, 5 

Alexander, Aboukir medallions, 
223 f.; with aegis, 229; Azara, 
213 ff.; British Museum head, 
220; Capitol head, 222; cry- 
stal head, 229; Cyrene, 223; 
equestrian statue, 228; Evans 
intaglio, 227; Frankfurt head, 
214 f.; Geneva head, 214; with 
the lance, 218 f., 223; by Leo- 
chares, 46; Louvre bronze, 
216 f., 219; Louvre marble 
statuette, 218 f.; relations with 
Lysippos, 65 f.; Messene re- 
lief, 227; Naples horseman, 
225 f.: Nelidow bronze, 217 f.; 
Pergamon head, 221; Priene 
statue, 220 f.; in quadriga, by 
Euphranor, 41, 45 £.; Ronda- 
nini, 45 f.; sarcophagus, 228; 
Tarsos medallions, 227 

Alexander of Epeiros, 66 

Alexis, sculptor, 27 

Alkaios(?), portrait, 247 f. 


123 £.; 


Alketos, athlete, by Kleon, 20 

Alypos, sculptor, 5, 10, 12 f., 27 

Alyzia, reliefs near, 137, 202, 
205 

Amazons, statues of, 28-31 

eas athlete, by Phradmon, 
2 

Amphion, sculptor, 9 f. 

Anatomical knowledge shown in 
statues, 83, 176 f. 

Antidotos, painter, 40 

Antignotos, sculptor, 74 

Antipatros, athlete, by Polyklei- 
tos, 22) f. 

Antiphanes, sculptor, 9, 14-16, 
19592757 39 

Anzio figure, 233 

Apelles, painter, 72 

Aphrodite, of Amyklai, by Poly- 
kleitos, 22; anadoumene, 55; 
Capitol, 55-57; of Capua, 57; 
crouching, 55; by Kleon, 19 f.; 
Knidian, 55 f.; Medici, 55-57, 
186-89, 250, 254; by Skopas, 
50 £., 55-57 

Apollo, two statues by Skopas, 50 

Apollo and Hermes, group, 151 f. 

Apoxyomenos, Athens relief, 
78; Athens torso, 83; Cortona 
bronze, 77, 89, 92; by Daidalos, 
19, 75, 884.; from Ephesos, 
88 f.; Loeb bronze, 75 f.; by 
Lysippos, chapter IV; Paris 
bronzes, 75, 77; by Polyklei- 
tos, 75-77; on steles, 75, 77; 
Tréves bronze, 79; Uffizi 
type, 78-80, 85-89; on vase, 78 

Apoxyomenos, Vatican type, at- 
tribution to Lysippos, 89-91; 
lack of copies, 85; compared 
with Agias, 128-30; compared 
with Eros, 114; compared with 
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Herakles Epitrapezios, 103 f.; 
description, 81-83 

Ares, Borghese, 44; Ludovisi 
type, 166-70; by Skopas, 167 ff. 

Aristandros, name of two sculp- 
tors, 48 f. 

Aristeides, sculptor, 27 

Aristeides of Thebes, painter, 42 

Aristion, athlete, by Polykleitos, 
24 f. 

Aristippos, portrait, 240 

Aristodemos, athlete, by Daida- 
los, 17 

Aristodemos, sculptor, 230, 234 

Aristotle, portrait, 234 f. 

Asia Minor, Lysippos’s work in, 
73 

Asopodoros, sculptor, 27 

Athena Rospigliosi, 51 

Athenodoros, sculptor, 9, 13 

Athens, church: relief with two 
female figures, 162 

Athens, National Museum: An- 
tikythera or Cerigotto bronze, 
44 f.; “Atalanta” head from 
Tegea, 54 f.; fragments from 
Mt. Helikon, 151 f.; head re- 
sembling Ares Ludovisi, 166; 
relief, female figure, 158; re- 
lief, figure resembling Idolino, 
35; torso of apoxyomenos, 83 

Autolykos, athlete, by Leochares 
or Lykios, 36 


Bari, silver dish at, 172 

Beneventum, head from, 31-33 

Berlin: youth, 238; dancer, 249 f. 

Bias, portrait, 248 

Boedas, son of Lysippos, 149 f. 

Boxer, bronze, in Rome, 194, 
Addenda 

Brussels: head of Uffizi apoxyo- 
menos type, 80 

Bryaxis, sculptor, portrayer of 
Seleukos, 230; possible author 
of Albani Herakles, 206; of 
Lateran Poseidon, 144; of 
Otricoli Zeus, 141 

Bull, by Lysippos, 253 

Bykelos, athlete, by Kanachos, 11 


LYSIPPOS 


Cassel, male head at, 87 

Cassius, captor of Rhodes, 69 

Chares, pupil of Lysippos, 73, 
126; 222: 

Cheilon, athlete, by Lysippos, 
66 f., 235 

Cheimon, athlete, by Naukydes, 
4 


Coins: Amastris (Herakles Epi- 
trapezios), 100 f.; (“Jason”), 
171; Argos (Poseidon), 145; 
(Zeus), 137; Bruttium (Posei- 
don), 145; Corinth (Isthmian 
temple) 143; (Poseidon), 145; 
(seated Poseidon), 143; De- 
metrios Poliorketes (Posei- 
don), 145; Hermione (Posei- 
don), 145; Kydonia (Eros), 
108;  Marcianapolis (“Ja- 
son”), 171; Megara (Zeus), 
138; Patrai (Poseidon), 146; 
Pergamon (Herakles), 191; 
Phokaia (Poseidon), 146; 
Sikyon (Herakles), 53 f., 208; 
(Zeus), 134; Sybrita, 172; 
Tarentum (Praying Boy), 
149; Trapezus (“Jason”), 171; 
Troy (Hector), 219; with 
Herakles Farnese, 204 f. 

Colossus of Rhodes, 139 

Constantinople, bronze statue at, 
192 

Copenhagen: bearded head, 240, 
254; Hermes, 183 f.; poet, 
247 f.; terracotta relief, 79 f. 

Corinth, signed base at, 64, 92; 
renewed signature at, 70 


Daidalos, Sikyonian sculptor, 
14. £, 17-19, 27, SISaeenis 
apoxyomenos, 75, 87-89 

Daippos, son of Lysippos, 74, 
90 £. 

Damagetos, athlete, 5 

Dameas, sculptor, 9 

Daochos group, 117-123 

Pen eee athlete, by Kleon, 
2 
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Delphi: Aigospotamoi group, 7- 
13; Arcadian group, 13-15; 
Argive group, 15-17; Daochos 
group, 117-23; Krateros group, 
67, 226 ff.; Rhodian chariot, 
68 f.; tholos, 49; Trojan horse, 
7 

Demeter (“grande Hercula- 
naise”), 154 ff., 254 

Demeter of Knidos, 211 f. 

Demetrios, sculptor, 260 

Demetrios Phalereus, 
240 

Demos, by Lysippos( ?), 233 

Design, Lysippian, 257 f. 

Diagoras, athlete, 5 

Dionysios of Syracuse, at Olym- 
Diae2Zite 

Dionysos, head in Lateran, 151; 
head in Palazzo dei Conserva- 
tori, 151; by Lysippos, 151 

Diskobolos of Naukydes, 5 f. 

Dogs, by Lysippos, 249, 251 

Doidalsas, sculptor, 

Dorieus, athlete, 5 

Douris of Samos, 58 

Dresden, four athletes at, 239 


portrait, 


Eros with bow, attributed to Ly- 
sippos, 113-15; attributed to 
Praxiteles, 112 f.; comparison 


with apoxyomenos, 113 f.; 
copies, 105-108; copy in 
Athens, 108; differences in 


copies and interpretation, 109- 
111; as Hellenistic, 112 f.; 
mentioned by Kedrenos, 115 

Eros at Myndos, by Lysippos, 
115; at Thespiai, by Lysippos, 
FO, ANZ, 

Eukles, athlete, by Naukydes, 
5 

Euphranor, sculptor and painter, 
40-48, 65; possible author of 
Albertini Herakles, 207; of 


Lateran Poseidon, 144; influ-_ 


ence on Lysippos, 256 
Eupolemos, athlete, by Daidalos, 
17 


Eupolos, athlete, 19 


331 


Eupompos, painter, 59 

Euripides, portrait, 248 

Euthenos, statue by Daidalos, 19 

Euthykrates, son of Lysippos, 
90, 177, 245 

Eutychides, sculptor, 126 


Florence, Uffizi: bearded portrait 
head, 240 

Flute-girl, by Lysippos, 234, 249- 
50 


Frankfurt: head resembling Mu- 
nich bronze head, 37 


Ganymede, in Florence, 248, 254; 
possible subject of type called 
Paris, 43 f. 

Glaukon, athlete, by Daidalos, 18 

Granikos monument, 66, 224-26 

Grave-stele from Ilissos, 237 


Hagesipolis, Spartan king, by 
Kleon, 20 

Hebe, by Naukydes, 5 

Helios, by Lysippos, 152 f.; head 
in Copenhagen, 153 

Hephaistion, by Polykleitos or 
Lysippos, 25, 230 

Hera, by Polykleitos, 4 

Herakles Albertini, 206-209; 
with bow, Lateran, 193; 
bronze, Louvre, 205; bronze, 
Villa Albani, 206; with club, 
Mykonos, 209; Chiaramonti, 
212; Conservatori, 191 f.; with 
deer, 191; at Delos, 101 f.; at 
Dresden, 101; Epitrapezios, 
97-104 

Herakles, Farnese type, 197 ff.; 
precursers, 200 f.; imitations 
wth Telephos, 202 

Herakles, Genzano, 53, 208; in 
groups, 193; herm, Conserva- 
tori, 53; labors, at Alyzia, 
190-93; Lansdowne, 53, 208- 
211; with lion, 190f.; in 
Louvre, 212; Malatesta, 206; 
Ny Carlsberg, 205; Pitti, 
Farnese type, 197, 203; 
Schick’s type, 212 

Herakles, seated, Cherchell, 102; 
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Hermitage, 192; Loeb, 179; 
Naples, 102; Olympia, 102; 
Roanne, 179 

Herakles, at Sikyon, 196; at Ta- 
rentum, 193 f.; without weap- 
ons, 195 f. 

“Herculanaises”, 154-63 

Hermes, of Atalanti, 183; bronze 
in Berlin, 184; bronze in Brit- 
ish Museum, 182; bronze in 
Geneva, 184; resembling Ido- 
lino, 33; at Lysimachia, by 
Polykleitos, 25 f.; “Mercure 
Richelieu”, 182 f.; at Merida, 
179; Naples, 177-82 

Horse, with abnormal hoofs, 228; 
Conservatori, 252; Naples, 
226; of Troy, by Antiphanes, 
i 


Horses, by Lysippos, 251 f. 
Hysmon, athlete, by Kleon, 20 


Idealism of Lysippos, 259 
Idolino, 33-35, 38 
“Tsthmius’’, 40 


“Jason”, 83, 91, 170-77 


Kairos, by Lysippos, 163-65 

Kallikles, sculptor, 36 

Kallikrates, athlete, by Lysippos, 
235 

Kanachos the younger, sculptor, 
LOK 27, 

Kantharos, sculptor, 126 

Kassander, general, 67, 73 

Kedrenos, mention of Eros and 
Kairos, 115 

Kephisodotos the elder, 39 

Kephisodotos the younger, 185 

Kleon, sculptor, 19-21 

Koreidas, athlete, by Lysippos, 
62-64, 93 

Kos, base with epigram, 70-72 

Krateros group, 67, 226-28 

Kritios, sculptor, 10 

Kritodamos, athlete, by Kleon, 
20 

Kyniskos, athlete, by Polykleitos, 
4 


LYSIPPOS 


Lead fastenings for feet, 8 

Leochares, sculptor, 46, 57, 65, 
69, 228 

Leto and children, by Euphra- 
nor, 42-43 

ao signature of Lysippos at, 
6 


Lion, by Lysippos, 252 

London, British Museum: Fagan 
head, 171, 176; Westmacott 
athlete, 75 f. 

Lykinos, athlete, by Kleon, 20 

Lykios, sculptor, 36 

Lysistratos, brother of Lysip- 
pos, 261 


Madrid, Prado: Kairos(?), 164; 
female figure, 161 

Maenad, Berlin, 249 f.; of 
Skopas, 54; Villa Albani, 250 

Martial, doubtful reading in, 
98 f. 

Megara, signed base at, 69, 93- 
96 


Meleager, 240-45, 254 

Munich: bronze head of boy, 
35-38; female head, 250 

Muses, by Lysippos, 153 ff. 

Myron, Ladas of, 247 

Myron of Thebes, drunken wo- 
man of, 249 


Naples: head of Asklepios(?), 
142; bronze horseman, 225 f., 
254; torso resembling Eros, 
108; wrestlers, 245-47 

“Narkissos’, 31 

Naukydes, sculptor, 4-6, 21, 31; 
diskobolos of, 89; possible sec- 
ond of the name, 5, 26 

Nemea, temple, 49 f. 

Nero, colossus of, 139 

Nikias, painter, 40 

Olympia: base in form of knuc- 
kle-bone, 164 f.; bronze head 
from, 236; Elean trophy, 17; 
“Philandridas” head, 236 f. 

Oxen, by Phradmon, 48 

Paintings: Argos and Io, 171 f.; 
Eros, 108; Poseidon, 146; Py- 
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lades, 172; Zeus, 139 f. 

Paris, by Euphranor, 43-45 

Paris, Louvre: head of Askle- 
pios(?), 142; athlete resembl- 

' ing Uffizi apoxyomenos, 78 f.; 
female figure, 161 

Patrokles, sculptor, 10, 11 f., 17, 
27, 38; father of Naukydes, 
Shee 7 

Pausanias, sculptor, 14 f. 

Perikleitos, Periklytos, sculptor, 
6 


Perixyomenos, by Daippos, 74, 
76, 90 f.; by Antignotos, 74 
Persephone (“petite Hercula- 

naise’”’), 158-63, 254 

Phanias, Phanis, sculptor, 126 

Pharsalos, signature at, 65, 123 

Philandridas(?), athlete, by Ly- 
sippos, 235-37 

Phradmon, sculptor, 27-31 

Phrynon, sculptor, 27 

Pison, sculptor, 9 

Piston, sculptor, 168 

Polydamas, athlete, by Lysippos, 
65; base, 96 f., 163 

Polycharmos, sculptor, 55 

Polykleitos the elder, sculptor, 
3 f., 262; his Amazon, 28-31; 
his influence on Lysippos, 84 f., 
256; his sons, 26 f. 

Polykleitos the younger, sculp- 
tor, 21-26; signature at The- 
bes, 621.; as teacher of Ly- 
sippos, 58 

Polykleitos, possible third, 26 

Portraits by Lysippos, 230-36, 
247 £., 260 f. 

Poseidon, British Museum, 137; 
Budapest, 147; Dresden, 147; 
Eleusis type, 147 f.; Lateran 
type, 143-49, 187; Loeb 
bronze, 150; by Lysippos, at 
Corinth, 142 f.; of Melos, 151, 
Addenda; Porcigliano, 150; 
temple statue at the Isthmus, 
142 f.; Vienna, 147; Vienna, 
cameo, 146 f. 

Pozzuoli, female figure at, 163 

Praxilla, by Lysippos, 233 f. 
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Praxiteles, chronology, 72; con- 
trast with Lysippos, 257 f.; 
Hermes, contrast with Seile- 
nos, 185; Mantineia base, 97; 
style in statues of Aphrodite, 
56 

Praying boy, 149, 182 

Praying woman, by Euphranor, 
46 f. 

Productiveness of Lysippos, 72 

Ptolichos, sculptor, 10 

Pyrgoteles, gem-cutter, 229, 234 

foe warrior, by Lysippos, 
23 


Realism of Lysippos, 260f. 

Rhodes, quadriga by Lysippos at, 
68 £. 

Rome, S. Agnese Fuori: alabas- 
ter statuette, 157 

Rome, Lateran: head resembl- 
ing Munich bronze head, 36 

Rome, Museo Nazionale: athlete 
head, 238; basalt head, 37; ba- 
salt statue, 36 f.; Hellenistic 
prince, 137, Addenda; seated 
figure, 247 

Rome, Museo Torlonia: athlete 
heads, 238 

Rome, Palazzo dei Conservatori: 
nude charioteer, 46, Addenda; 
Herakles, fighting, 191 f. 

Rome, Vatican: female figure, 
161; “Fortuna”, 163; head re- 
eae Munich bronze head, 
3 

Rome, Villa Colonna: sarcopha- 
gus, 157 


Samolas, sculptor, 14 

Satyr, Barberini Faun, 179; 
dancing, 152; flute-playing, 
152; by Lysippos, 152, 186; 
playing with tail, 152; sleep- 
ing, 179 

Seilanion, sculptor, 183 

Seilenos and Dionysos, 184-86, 
254 

Seleukos Nikator, 67 f., 230 f., 
254 
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Signatures of Lysippos, at Cor- 
inth, 64, 70; at Lindos, 69; 
at Megara, 69; at Pharsalos, 
65; at Thebes, 62 f.; at Ther- 
mon, 64 

Sisyphos I, of Daochos group, 
ascribed to Phradmon, 31 

Skopas, sculptor, 48-57, 262; 
Alexander sarcophagus, 228; 
Aphrodite, 55-57; as architect, 
49-51; Ares Ludovisi, 166 ff. ; 
Genzano Herakles, 53 f., 
208 f.; Lansdowne Herakles, 
208-11; Herakles at Sikyon, 
53 f., 208; influence on Lysip- 
pos, 256 f.; maenad, 54; sculp- 
tures at Tegea, 51-54; versa- 
tility, 50 f.; works, 50 f. 

Socrates, 231-33, Addenda 

Sostratos, sculptor, 40 

Sthennis, sculptor, 47, 69 

Stones, as accessories with sta- 
tues, 203 

Strongylion, sculptor, 28 f. 

Susa (Tunis), female figure at, 
157 


Symmetry, dynamic and static, 
262 


Tarentum, male head at, 194 f.; 
work of Lysippos at, 66 
Tegea, temple at, 49-52, 54 
Teisandros, sculptor, 10, 13, 27 
Teisikrates, sculptor, 126, 168 
Tharykidas, athlete, by Daida- 
es, Ie 
Theater at Epidauros, 23 f. 
Thebes, base at, 62-64, 92 f.; re- 
lations with Phocians, 21 f. 
Theokosmos, sculptor, 9 f. 
Thermon, signed base at, 64 
Tholos at Delphi, 49 
Tholos at Epidauros, 23 f. 
Timokles, athlete, by Polykleitos, 


LYSIPPOS 


26, 62 

Timon, athlete, by Daidalos, 18 

Tintoretto, analogy with Lysip- 
pos, 261 f. 

Troilos, athlete, by Lysippos, 59- 
62, 235 

Tunis, Musée Alaoui: sarcopha- 
gus, 157 

Turin: portrait head, 177 


Vienna: athlete in prayer, 38; 
cameo with Poseidon, 147 f. 


“Westmacott athlete”, 75 f. 
Wrestlers, Naples, 245-47 


Xanten, Byzantine chest at, 195 

Xenokles, athlete, by Polykleitos, 
24 

Xenokrates, sculptor, 126 


Zeus, at Argos, by Lysippos, 
136 f.; Berlin head, 150; Blun- 
dell Hall, 39; bronze in Ber- 
lin, 137 £.; bronzes in British 
Museum, 135, 141 f.; bronze 
in Catania, 136; bronze in 
Constantinople, 141; bronze in 
Copenhagen, 136; bronze in 
Evreux, 136; bronze in Frank- 
furt, 136; bronze in Munich, 
38 f.; bronze in Naples, 135; 
bronzes in Paris, 136; bronze 
in Syracuse, 136; bronze in 
Vienna, 135; Dresden, 141; 
from Khamissa, 142; at Me- 
gara, by Lysippos, 95 f., 138; 
Meilichios, by Polykleitos, 4; 
statues at Olympia, by Kleon, 
19 f.; of Otricoli, 140 f., 204; 
Palazzo dei Conservatori, 142; 
Philios, by Polykleitos, 23; at 
Sikyon, by Lysippos, 134; at 
Tarentum, by Lysippos, 139 f. 
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